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ABSTRACT
— j

This study presents an anal ysis of selected features of the Basic Army Admir iistra-
tion Course (BAAC),  which trains enlisted personnel for MOS 71B10/20 (Clerk-Typ ist) .
The objectives of the study were: to obtain information that could be used to identif y
the strengths and weaknesses of the course; to develop suggestions for improving the
course; and to develop a model describing the important features of a self-paced ,
variable-length course . Questionnaires and structured interviews were administered to a
sample of course students, dropouts , and instructors , and to person s responsible for
administering the courses at Fort Ord , California , and Fort Jackson , Sou th Carolina . In
addition , training record s were analyzed and the training environment was inspected . The
findings are reported in two subtask reports plus a final report. This , the second su htask
report , (a) compares student and instructor opinions about the course; (b) relates pre-
course academic potential and typing skill to course performance; (c) relates perform ance
early in the course to overall course performance; and (d) develops an equation for
predicting the time it will take a particular student to comp lete the course .

\
\

ii,

The findings in this report are not to be construed as an of f ic ia l  D epar tment
of the Army position , unless so desi gnated by other authorized documents.
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FOREWORD

This document is the second of three reports by the Human Resources Research
~~~~zatio~~ descrihing the results of a systems analysis of a self-paced , va nabk ’-Iength

course of instruction , the Basic Arm y Administrative Course (BAAC). Graduates of this
course are awarded MOS I1B1O or 71B20 (Clerk-Typist).

This Annex B report describes findings obtained from the administration of a
questionnaire to students attending the MOS 71B 10/20 course at Fort Ord and Fort
Jackson . Also , th e report presents findings based on the analysis of training records
maintained for MOS 71B 10/20 classes 74-08 conducted at Forts Ord and Jackson. In
various parts of the report the opinions of course students and instructors are compared.
Finall y, the report describes the analysis of factors that seem related to student success
and failure in the BAAC course . This is coupled with the presentation of an equation for
predicting time-to-course-comp letion for students .

The Annex A report described findings obtained through the administration of a
questionnaire to and/or the conduct of structured interviews with instructors , Training
Company and Battalion/Bri gade administrative personnel at Fort Ord and Fort Jackson
during September 1973. Also , discip linary problems associated with the MOS 71B 10/20
and MOS 76A10 (Supp ly man ) courses at Forts Ord and Jackson were compared .

The main report integrates the findings of the two annexed reports , suggests
improvements for the MOS 71B 10/20 course , and describes aspects of a model for
cond ucting a self-paced , variable-length course at an Army Training Center.

The Progr am Director for this project was Dr. C. Dennis Fink of HumRRO Division
No. 1 (System Operations) . The Director of Division No. 1 is Dr. J. Daniel Lyons. The
data from Fort Jackson were collected by Dr. Richard D. Behringer and Dr . H arold
Wagner of Division No . 1; the data from Fort Ord were collected by Dr. Morris Showel of
the HumRRO Weste rn Division , Presidio of Monterey, Califo rnia.

HumRRO greatl y appreciates the considerable amount of assistance provided by
BAAC training personnel at Fort Ord and Fort Jackson.

The research is being sponsored by the S. Army~ Research Institute for the
BehavioraiT~~~~S5cial Sciences (Contract DAHC ~~Qt ~022). Dr. Milton Maier is the
Contracting Off ice Technical Represen tative for the ~tti~~r .

V 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -



SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

The Basic Army Administration Course (BAAC ) trains enlisted personnel for
MOS 71B10/20 (Clerk-Typist ). The BAAC course is the largest self-paced , variable-length
program conducted by the U . s . Army. The students are taught primarily by the use of
programmed texts, and , wi thin  li mits , can progress through the course at their ow~ rate.
The 71B10/20 course is scheduled to revert to a fixed-length course lasting seven weeks.
Platform instruction will he introduced at certain points in the course . Be ore these
changes become effe t ive , ii was deemed desirable to examine the course to identify its
good and poor educational and administrative features.

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study are (a) to obtain information about cognitive and
noncognitive variables as related to an operationally effective , self-paced , variable-length
course; (b) to use this information to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the course;
and (c) to develop a model to describe the important feature s of an effective self-paced ,
variable-length course of instruction .

PROCEDURES

An extensive questionnaire covering a variety of features of the MOS 71B 10/20
course was administered to one class of students at Fort Ord and one class at Fort
Jackson . A similar questionnaire p lus a structured interview were administered to course
instructors at these t w o Army Training Centers. In addi tion , structured interviews were
conducted with course dropouts , and with Training Company and Battalion /Br igade
personnel charged with administration of the 71B10/20 course .

The training records of the two classes were anal yzed and related to pre-course and
within-course academic and perfo rmance characteristics of the students . Also , disciplina ry
problems associated with 10 consecutive classes of 71B 10/20 students were compared
with those of similar (-lasses of students attending the MOS 76A 10 (Supplyman ) course at
Forts Ord and Jackson.

RESULTS

The findings of this study are reported in two subtask reports (Annexes A and B)
plus a final main report. This Annex B report (a) compares student and instructor
opinions about various features of the course ; (b) relates pre-course academic potential
and typing skill to course performance ; (c) relates performance early in the course to
overall course perform ance ; and (d)  develops an equation for predicting the time it will
take a particular student to complete the course. 
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The salient f indings i l l ~L ussed in this report are as follows:
( 1) Both student s and instructors expressed gen erall y favo rable opinions toward

the cour se . Ins t ruc tor  opinions were sli ghtl y more favorable .
(2) Both studi n t ~ and instructors agreed that more plat form instruction would

he useful.
(3) M any  s tud ents  especially those who became dropouts , indicated that

course n~t r u ( t ( r~ did not  provide as much indiv idual assistance as desired
by slow learners .

( 4 )  Academit t m  t ~ ( ornI ) lete the course , and the probability of completing
the course , are h igh l y  correlated with entry typing speed . There is a high
probability that those students who cannot type at least 5 Net Word s Per
Minute  N W P \ l )  w h e n  th ey enter the course wil l  not be able to successfull y
comp tett ’ the r u u r ~e .

( 5) An equation composed of two factors—entry typing speed and the
acade mic time required to s t u d y  and he tested on four  of the first five programmed
instruction (P1 ) t e x t s  I c I r r I l a t i l l  h i g h l y  wi th  the total academic t im e required to corn-
plete the course (.85 at h r 1 Ord ; . 77 at Fort Jackson).

(6)  It  appears t h a t  en t r y  t y p i n g  speed , typ ing progress during the first course
wee k , and st u d en t  a t t i t u d e s/ m o t i v a t i o n  at the end of the first week can he
used colk r t i v i I to i ( I ( n t i f y  those s tudents  who should be dropped from
the course . I t  also would  appear that , by the end of the first week , most
students who h i t u r n i ’  dropouts already have decided that they cannot
and /or do not  wan t to pass the course . Thereafte r , their academic per-
formance de t er i o ra tes  un t i l  the School is forced to drop them from
the course .

(7) Al thou gh th e  course is characterized as self-pac ed and variable-length ,
considerabl e r ) r ~~~ re is p laced on the  s tudent  to comp lete the course Pis .
and t o  lie t y p in g at  a cer ta in  rate by a part icular  course week. Mans ’
stu det i  ts c un i  lai  ied abo ut  t h i s  feat ore of  t h e  t i  wrse .

Suggestions for impr  ~ i t i g  t he  71 h o  20 course an~ presented in the main report for
this study.
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BA C K G R O U N D

This is th e sin’ i i i  of three reports containing findings and suggestions pertaining to
the U. S. Army Basi u’ .\ r n i  Adminis t ra t ion  Course (BAAC ) .  This course is par t of the
Advanced individual  ‘l’ r a in in g  (Al’!’ ) program conducted at Fort Jackson , South Carolina ,
and Fort Ord , California .

Graduat es of t h u  l i ,\ . \( ’  ( o u r r u  are awarded MOS 71B 10. Course graduates may
continue on in an advane ’it ( ‘Ierk- ’I ’ vp is t  co urse (\I OS 7 1B20) or may attend any general
follow-o n s’o u r si s s~I i i & -h prepar e students for clerical positions. The BAAC course has
been the largest s i l f ç ’ , u i u t . variable-lengt h program conducted by the Army; about 8,000
students graduate fr urn l i i i  course i ’a( ’ h y ear .  

‘

The first ri lu i i r t  in t h i s  si riu s lAnnex A t  presented and summarized comments and
suggestions oht ain ed f r om E3AM’ n’ourse instructors and from officers , drill sergeants , and
senior N(’Os w h i  aulmini~ t i - r  the  course. The incidence of disciplinary problems associated
with the BA A( (‘OUf’( ’ 5V~is list ) (I irin’ ussed .

The present report is u uneerned svi th  student reactions to the course and compares
student and i n s t r u c t  ir op inions about var i hus  features of the course. It includes an
equation developed t i n  pr edi ct t he  t ime  it will take a student to complete the course .
Finally, the r i ’po rf d i ’ su ’rif ci’, ’ the varj ou comparisons made between fast learners , slow
learners , and academi c dropouts. These comparisons were performed in an attempt to
ide nt i fy  those student  characteristi cs t h a t  mi ght  be used to predict which students would
become course dropouts.

3

___________ - ~~~~~~~~~ _~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



—~~~~~~

MLTHODOLOGY AND DATA PRESENTATION

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Most of the data for this  report was obtained through the admin i s t ra t i on  of an
extensive questionnair e to I~.\ .\C students.  At Fort Ord , the  ques t ionnai re  was adminis-
tered to 197 students in ‘ t ~u~s 7.1-08 , during their  th i rd  week of the  course . The question-
naire was given also to 12 W A(’ students from other on-going eh issi s At Fort Jackson ,
the questionnaire was administered to class 7-1-08 . which consi sted of 171 students  in
their third week of t ra ining.

The Student Questionnair e contained a tota l of 70 questions , 55 of which required
the use of a rating scale. For each such question , there was an associated nine-point  r 

-

rating scale. Definit ions were provided to anchor the scale points . The respondents circled
the scale point that most closely corresponded to their opinion or feeling concerning the
topic addressed by the (111(’st on An i l lustrat ion of a scale follows.

1 2 .1 5 7 8 9
1~ 

‘ I .
Completely Much too Len gt h is Much too Completely

too long long about right short too short

The Student Questionnaire was designed to cover 1 7 separate features of the B \ A C
course . These 17 areas art l i s t & u I  in Table 1. Appendix A presents a list of questions
contained in the ques t ionna i re . and a summar y of the responses to each question. Data
are presen ted separately for Fort Ord and Fort Jackson s tud en t s ,  The average scaled

Table I

Opinions of and Reactions to the MOS 71B10/20 Course

Opinion A r
,, J 

Oef i” nion

1 Att i tudes Toward Group Typing Portion nf Course
2 Att i tudes Toward Se lfP aced T yping Portion of Course
3 Attu t ur les Toward Programmed Ins t r u c t  ion Tes ts  anti Concepts

of Self Pacing
4 A tt i t i iu lu ’s Toward Criterion Tests
5 Provi if isi Information About Their Progress in the Course

6 Att i tud es Towa rd Overall Course
7 At t i tuu i lu ’ s  Toss ird Practice of Being Given Non Training

Ass in m m  Cot S

8 At t i tudes Toward Course Incentives
9 Att i tud es Toward Course Counter Incentives

10 Usc of Options for Obtaining Additional Academic Assistance

It Pre Course Interests in Typing andior Cler ical Duties
12 Mid Course Interests in Typing and ’or Clerical Duties
13 Opinion Reqarcinng Completeness oh Information Given Student

About Features of Course
14 Opinions Regarding How Students are Assigned to the Course
15 Opinions Regarding Course Counseling Sessions

16 Opinions Regarding Reasons for Failing Course
17 Suggestions for How to Improve the Coutse

a
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response values to eai’h ii ui-st ii in are liri sent eil  for the  fo l lowing  groups and subgroups
of respondents

• All gra ( lu at es
• Fast , mid turn , and s l i iw learners
• (‘ uuu rsi  dr pouts
• ~1u ti urn w n)mi ’ r i  ~riii I s uit u ’

• (‘ oursi ’  i i  - t r i o
Mi s t  of th e ‘ i t  i i r ,  — i r is  made h u t s v i ’ i ri t h u  sul is i t s of ilata did not show signif icant

differen t -os , On s u , r i t u -  i i i  th i  ‘~ t ~ii l u - n t  (~u i - st i i n n t u i re qu es t ion s , the responses of men and
women st u i l i ’ r i t  s 5% -r i ’  w i t  f t - t i n t  lv i t i f f e r u n t  s t t i t  i s t i i ’ t u l l v  ‘I he data for th i s  subset  of
questions a r -  i i  U u t , t l t , i ’i in . \i i  i t O  s ,\ -

INTERVIEWS WIT H COURSE DROPOUTS

The data f i r  t i l l -  - - i o u l v ’. s u r i  i - u  l ieu - t i - i l  ‘c r a t v , u o w u i k  period , dur ing  which  all
students who w i - n -  ri up ;  r u~ fl ans’ i r i L in g h , \ A (  i - la ss for nondisc ip l inary r i a -o t i -
were interv in w u-i I I - i u r ; i i ~~ . i s  t i i  i l it  i rnuni whether  course dropout_ s had d i f f eren t  - 

‘

attitudes and u l u n i o n s  i~ - ‘ iut I i i’  u uurse than students  who eventually graduated . The
dropout _ s w i n ’  r i  -r ~ ii ’ ’ ’ . i d  in d i ~ id ui i v arid weo asked a subset of the qu e s t ions  con-
tained in th i  ~~~ I Qu. ’st I i i r t i u t i i r i -  ques t ions  used are ident i f ied in Appendix A t ,  At
Forts Urn and -i to k , tu , l~ i t o  I 1 ~ - i i s i r su  dropouts , ri s p i n ’t i v i- Iv .  were inte~~’ie wed -

l)r op - u t -  f rom t i n  i ’ u i t r r s i -  were ,u- k i ’ i I  a total of 29 questions. The d iswers to each
of these questions L i s t ’  h i ’ i n — u r n m u i n / , i ’ n i  in paragraph form : a separate summary para .
graph was il -s n - l i p - I  f i r  - r u l i - r i L s  fr urn F u i r t  Ord and Fort Jackson. These paragraphs are
contained 21) , \ j p u ni ihx H to t h i s  report . l u i , r sor .~ -iosel v involved with the conduct and
adm in i s t r at  ‘ i n  i if t in - H \ . \ ( ’  ‘ i iur s i  should f ind  these paragraphs of particular m Ien -s t .

COMPARISON OF INSTRUCTOR AND STUDENT OPINIONS

Cu rtain p iu st P u n s  on the Student  Questionnaire were almost identical to some
questions Ofl t b ’  I ns t ruc t  ir Questionnair e.  Instructor responses to this questionnaire were
discussed in the f u r - - r i - ; ’ i i ’t in h i5  s i - r u ’s . In this  report , instructor and student percep-
tions of the ( ‘oil  r - ,i wi ll in s - u r n ; i I r i - i  I -

.1

I
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DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The discussion of the data obtained from the Student Questionnaire is organized
around the 17 Opinion Areas listed in Table 1. A subsequent section describes the
development of an equation for predicting course completion time and presents the
various data used to ident i fy  differences existing between course graduates and course
dropouts , and between fast and slow learners (defined in terms of course completion
time) .

It was found that the 7 1H10/20 course as conducted at Fort Ord differs in some
respects from its counterpart at Fort Jackson:

(1) The typ ing requirements at Fort Ord and Fort Jackson are somewhat
different ( luring the first two weeks of Group Typ ing. At both installations
persons who at course entry cannot type 11 Net Words Per Minute ‘

( N W P M )  or more are assigned to Group Typing. At Fort Jackson a student
advances t in  the self-paced typing portion of the course (a )  as soon as he
types 11 or more N’~VPM on three adjacent timed writings , or (h )  at the
end of the second week of Group Typ ing, provide d that he can type at 11
or more N W P M .  .\t Fort Ord a student advances to the self-paced portion
of the course ( a )  as soon as he can type 15 or more NWPM on three
adjacent timed ss-r it in gs . or ( b )  at the end of the second week of
Group Typ ing,  assuming that he can type at 11 or more NWPM. The effect
of this difference is that students at Fort Ord remain for a longer period in -

~~~~

the Group ‘I’ypmg portion of the course. -
,•

(2) At both installations the nontyp i s t  student receives up to two weeks of
concentrated typing instruction. At Fort Ord the first week of Group I -

Typing is conducted by video tapes; the second week is conducted as F .

self-paced typing under the guidance of typing instructors Programmed
texts P1-32, P1-17 , ri nd possibly P l-~ may be studied during the second
week of Group Typ ing. The instructors for the Group Typing portion of
the course inra y  or may not he experienced typists . Furthermore , the
instructor turnover for this porti on of the course is rather high. Group
Typ ing at Fort Jackson i.s presented by civilian instructors; P1-32 , P1- 17 ,

- and sometimes P1-6 are studied dur ing both the first and second week of
Group Typin g, and the instructor turnover is very low.

(3) At Fort Ord there seems to be a concentrated effort  to identify , during the
first weeks , those students %vho wil l  probably ni)t make it through the
course Many of these students are washed out at the end of the first  or —

second week. At Fort ~Jat’kson , slow typist s are more apt to be allowed to
enter the th i rd  sveek of the course , thus having a longer opportunity to
demonstrate the i r  potential  t y p i n g  ab i l i ty  and also their  ab i l i ty  to master
the material in the programmed tex t s .

(4)  During the period when this proje t Was c o n u l u i I e d , all s tudent .s at Fort
Ord took th e  programmed t e x t s  in the recon im(’n (l( ’cl sequence. ,-\t Fort
Jackson , no particular sequence was followed ( t i n e  to an inadequate supp ly
of Pis ) .  Therefore , for the classes under s tudy,  ( li i ’  course at Fort Ord wa.s
more stable t h a n  t h e  course at Fort ,lackson -

The daily training records maintained for the  71 B 1O/20 u ’oni r se  wi re not i l i s i ~,ir -iu-n .I to
provide a detailed record that  could be used for th e post hoe :ina lv s rs  of t he  pr u u ~ri’ ss of
any parti cular (‘lass of s tudents - Various gaps were found in t i e  II ~It a Usi ‘ i i  t i n  i li t’t ’Ii p th e
findings f i n r t h i s  ru pi m t  . Wi ’ has ’ i ’ . therefore , decided to l it  su um ewha t  i ’ u i u t  iou s i i i  t r i t e r -

preting the f indin gs  of t h i s  ,s t n i l v

J
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As part of the data analysis of this project , hundreds of t tests were performed .
Since one would expect a number of these comparisons to be significantly different by
chance , those significant at only the .05 level of confidence will not be included in this
report unless these particular comparisons contribute to an understanding of other
comparisons that are significantly different. (Although we do not consider a single
statistical ly significant f ind ing  to he important in and of itself , when a number of
comparisons related to the same topics are significantly different , such findings are more
likely to indicate a “real” dif ference. )

Opinion Area 1. ATTITUDES TOWARD GROUP TYPING PORTION
OF THE COURSE

Course G r a d u . t u - s ,  In general , the graduates responded favorabl y to questions
covering the Group ‘ l ’ vp in g  portion of the course. In particular , the Fort Ord respondents
expressed satisfact ion s~ith  the video tapes used to present the typ ing instructional
material (Questions H-i , H-4 , and B-5) . The respondents thought Group Typing was of
average interest ( Q u e s l n i n  B-6 1. However , the fast learners (those who already knew
something about ty p ing)  thoug ht that this portion of the 71B 10/20 course was quite
boring. In general , the  respondents were of the opinion that studen ts should be given
more time to acquir e the required typ ing skills (Questions B-2 and B-7).

Course Graduati ’s vs, Dropouts . On all questions related to this opinion area , the
dropouts responded less favorably than the course graduates. Since most students who are
dropped from the course are eliminated because of their inability to meet the course
typin g requirements , one would expect that dropouts would have a somewhat unfavor .
able opinion of Group Typing procedu res

Men vs. Women Respondents. The respondents answered six questions related to the
Group Typing portion of the BAAC course. Of six possible men-women comparisons ,
only one was signifi cant (Question B.7 for Fort Jackson). It can be concluded that men
and women student ~ do not have significantly di f ferent opinions regarding the Group
Typing portion of th e 71 B 10/20 ‘course. However , very few women take this portion of
the course. Most ss-omen k r’iow how to type at entry, so they were inclined to report that
the time devoted to Group Typing was “about right” (Question B-7), whereas the men
reported that t hey needed more time.

Instructor ’ vs. Ktuden t  Responses. As noted previousl y in this report , only certain
questions on the I n s t ruc tu i r  Questionnaire (see Annex A) were identical to those on the
Student Que st ionna iru - . .-\ppendix A of this report contains the findings for those ques-
tions that were i d e n t i c a l  on b oth questionnaires. None of the possible student-instructor
comparisons was stat t . ~t u ( -a!l y s igni f icant .  }Jowe%-er , an inspection of the findings suggests
that the students w r e  sl ightl y more favorable than the instructors to the Group Typing
procedures followed i - i t he  coarse.

Fort Ord vs. I” i ir t  Jackson Graduates. This comparison was not applicable , as video
tapes were not used at Fort Jackson ,

Course [)ro1~out Interview Responses. Appendix B contains a summary of the
responses given b y the dropouts who were interviewed as part of this study. With respect
to Group Typing, t h e - i  comments suggest that :

(1) ,\t Fort Ord , the students have difficulty keeping up with the video tape
i r ’-seni tati ons-—th e instructional material is clear enough but is presented at
too rapid a rate .

( 2) At both training sites , some students suggested that the Group Typing
portion if t he  course should he lengthened , or at least the student should
hi ’ g u n - r u  more t ime t-o meet the typing requiremen ts of the course.

I ~~~~~~~~~ - _____ i - - ,‘.-- ~~— - - - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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Opinion Area 2. ATTITUDES TOWARD SELF-PACED TYPING PORTION
OF TH E COU RSE

Course Graduates. l h i ’  s tudents  e’xprt ’sseel s l ight ly posi t ivi ’  opinions towar d the
self-paced typing  porti on of th e  course (Appendix A ) .  In particular , they indu ’ated that
they were able to understand t hi’ instructional material on how to t v pm ’ (Quest ion (‘ --1 ) .

Course Graduate’s Vs . I ) rop outs . On most questions , the dropouts gave a s ignif icant ly
less favorable respon se than did the ’ course ’ graduates ( .-~ppen dix ~-\ ) ,  as would be
expected. Reasons account ing  for such findings appear in t hi ’ e ’o inint t ’i ) ts  pr ovl(led liv the
course dropouts (Appe n dix  B ) .  An exan iinat  ion of these data rev i ri I ( Qi i ’ st ion ( ‘ - 1 )  t ha t  a
number of the Fort Onl i lropor its had never Studied t yp ing  in the  selt -paced mode ’; they
had been dropped af te r  t h t -  first week of Group Typing. Therefore , the  responses of t hesc
students vis- a-vn s self-paced t y p i n g  are suspect - 1 lowever , slow learners were s l i gh t ly  more
favorab ly disposed toward.s self-paced I yp ing proced ures than  were I he fa s t learners
(Append ix A). This agrees w i t h  the  overall f in ding that , ~ - i t  in the  t ’xe ’e’p t ion of w a n t i n g
more time ’ to prin t ice’ t v~ n i ng,  hot h th e graduates and the dropouts bad few comp la in t s
about the Group Typing p r r i t t R i ’ s  of the 711310/20 course.

Men vs. Women H u s (  ii iou h ot s . Slig htly more women than  m ien reported that  the
length of the’ typing sessi ifl ~ was ‘‘about rig ht ’’ (Question ( ‘ -1 , .- \pp m’ i id ix A ) .  To r i n t i e ’ i  -

pate a general finding of th i s  report , difference ’s according to sex in n opinions about th e
course do not seem very i i m port ant .  Furthe ’rnn ore ’, th e  data se’enn related to the  fact tha t
most women at en try in to the course have had previous ex~ i i i  icr R e  wi t  in lv ping - Mcii
have no t.

Instructor vs . Student  
- 

Responses. The st udents  and i n st r e i c t o i s  answered thre e
iden t ical questions relat ed to Opinion Area 2. Out of six possible eom l ir i r is oln ~, on ly one
was significan t at the .01 le vel ~nf confidence. The re’ is a slig ht suggestion t h a t  th e ’ s tudent
responses were more ’ fri ye ir ri ) di’ 1 ian I hose’ of I hi ’ in_ s t rue ’) e n’s.

Fort Ord vs. l ’ort , I r i cks emrn  Graduates. There was a slight t i ’n d e n u ’~’ for th e  graduates
at Fort Jackson to r e sp emmn d immu re favorably than the i r  count  i’rpart s at l’ort ()r d - In
particular . Fort Jackson g r. u - . kn i t  es said they were b et ter  i nn formed ahnni  I I y ping proce-
dures (Question (‘-2) rind ( l i e  t y p i n g  port ion of t he  course was more in teres t ing
(Question C-ti ) . Pr ohalil I h e ms  f in d ing  relat es t i n  the  fact tha t  c iv ml i a in  inst  i’ri ctor s art’ used
at Fort Jackson to pre~~i i t  nn i uc ln  e l f t lie I yp i r i g  i n s t ruc t  ion of t i i i ’  ( ‘otir s(’. \ ide’o tapes
(first week of t rain m u g )  r ind . \ r rnn v  in st rL ic t n i- s (second wi ’i’ k of t rai n i n g I are used at
Fort Ord .

Course’ l)ropout l i ~t ei ~ 11w Um ’spniri s es.  TIn e connme ’nts of t in t ’  d r m n p m m m i t  s . \ i ipeni i l ix  -‘
with respect to typ i n g. sii~~gm’s t  i ’d I ha t -

1) TIne t s,’~ u r i c :  i n s t  n u t  ions were e’le ’ar enough (Quest ion C- S 1~
(2) The slow st t i dc ’n i t s  should he’ given more ’ t ime to master t h e  t \ ’ j n i i n ~ require

mi ’nt s of the course ’ Quest ion (‘-25).

Opinion Area 3. ATTITUDES TOWARD PROGRAMMED INSTRUCTION TEXTS
AND CONCEPT OF SELF-PACING

(‘or i rse Gr rn iua t i ’s . l ’hne st ude ’nits as ci group were s l ight l y  in favor of I lit ’ use of
programmed I ext m ater ia l , l in t  we’re riot ov( ’r ly e ’ mn t husiast nc cihmn i  I I’ Is - ‘I’hey re’portt ’d
that , while ’ they could ri in d i ’rst ann d much of the P1 material (Question (‘ S . :~ l) i i t ’i i ( l iX A ) ,
they thought the  l’Is wi ’r m ’ some’what. d i f f i cu l t  Quest ion (‘-10). In t e res t in g ly  enoug h , t lit ’
re’sponu ,‘nts wm ’r e’ qui t  t ’ fr ivor ali l  disposed I oward the  concept of set f-pri ced in st n u t  ion
(Questio n E— ti ) ,  but , were ri ot  sure tha t  they  wanted to cisc pr ogi’anmnu ’d t n ’ X t s  t en cunt  i i Ic ie
their skill de ’ve lopmeiit onc e’ ( t i n y had graduated from fl i t ’  ci nurse Quest ion l’ -

~~ 
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Course Graduates vs. Dropouts. On all five questions related to this Opinion Area ,
course dropouts responded less favorably than did course graduates. Often these differ-
ences were signi f icantly dif feren t . However , the reader should be cautioned that man y
Fort Ord dropouts never had studied a P1, and therefore had no basis for responding to
the quest ions related to this Opinion Area.

Men vs. Women Respondents. On Question E.8, women responded more favorably
than men , indicating that women were more inclined toward the practice of using PIs
after course graduation to increase their skills.

Instructor vs. Student  Respondents. Both instructors and students responded to
Questions C-8, C.9, and C-b . At both Fort Ord and Fort Jackson , the course instructors
were much more favorably inclined toward the use of programmed instructional material
(Question C-9) than the students, Even fast learners were much less favorably disposed
toward the use of Pi s th an  were instructors. One can onl y speculate regarding the reasons
for this finding. Since ’ 7 1~ of the students reported that they were unfamiliar with PIs
and the concept of self -paci ng,  they may have fe lt somewhat ill at ease when studying on
their own.

Fort Ord vs. Fort ,Jackson Graduates. With respect to Question C-lO , Fort Jackson
students reported that  the PIs were “about right” in learning difficulty; Fort Ord
students repor ted that  t h e  Pis were somewhat diff icul t .  In comparison with Fort Ord
students , Fort Jackso n students were more apt to report that they liked studying PIs
by themselves.

Course Dropout interview Responses. Some respondents complai ned that the P1
vocabulary was diff icul t .  llowever , most dropouts reported that the PIs were “difficult
sometimes” but not overly diff icult .  There was a suggestion that those students who
believed they woul d h)e dropped from the course preferred not to work hard on the
programmed texts (Questi i in C-B , Appendix B).

Opini on Area 4. ATTITUDES TOWARD CRIT ERION TESTS

Course Graduates. Th e’ respondents were favorably disposed toward the criterion
tests. They reported that they were related to t-he course material (Question C-il ,
Appendix A), and we ’re ’ useful in pointing out one ’s strcngths and weaknesses in the
course (Question C.1-1). Their negative feelings with respect to the ease or diff icul ty  of
the criterion tests %vere’ qu i t e  nmi l d (Question C-12) .

Course Graduates vs. Dropouts. This comparison was not applicable , as dropouts
usually occurred prior to criterion test administration.

Men vs. Women Respondents. Mc~n and wonien responded similarly on the three
questions related to t h i s  Op in ion Area.

Instructor vs. Stu ck ’mit Respondvnt .s. With respect to Que’stion C-li , both instructors
• and stude’m~ts reported that  in their  judgment  the criterion tests were related to the

instructional material.
Fort Ord vs. 1”ort .Jae -k son Graduates. There were no significan t differences in the

way these two groups of students responded to Questions C-l i , C-12 , and C- 14.
Course__Drop~ ut Interview __Responses. The structured interview administered to

course dropouts did not  address th i s  Opinion :\rea .

L 
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Opinion Area 5. OPINIONS REGARDING DEGREE TO WHICH
STUDENTS ARE PROVIDED INFORMATION ABOUT
THEIR PROGRESS IN THE COURSE

Questions C-lB through C-20 of the Student Questionnaire (see Appendix A) were
related to this Opinion Are’a. ‘I’he instructors of the 7iBlO/20 course are supposed to
closely monitor the progress of the students . In addition , they inform the students about
course requirements , inform the students about their progress toward meeting these
requirements , and assist the students whenever such assistance is requested or whenever -

the instructor perceives that the student needs help.
Course Graduates. The’ respondents reported that they were monitored fairly closely

and that some instructors were willing to help students who were having diff i cul ty.  In
addition , the respondents re ’porte’d that they were adequately informed about the objec-
tives of the course , whe ther or not they were progressing as rapidl y as the typical course
student , what would happen to them if they failed the course , and so on. In short , the
students said they were give’n adequate information about the course objectives and about
their progress in meeting those objectives. However , as discussed in the fi rst report for
this study, the students did not feel that the instructors were helpful enough , especiall y in
providing assistance to slow learne’rs .

Course Graduates vs. Drqpo uts . Compared with course graduates , the dropo ut s
consistently reported that the course instructors were less helpful. However , on Ques-
tion C-17, both graduates and dropouts agreed that their typing speed and accuracy had
been checked quite often by the’ instructors . The findings related to this Opinion Area - 

-

are consistent with those reported in Annex A; namel y, it is fairl y easy t o ide nt i fy those
students who will have trouble meeting the course typ ing requirement , and , according to
instructor comments , it is very difficult  for the instruct-or to help such students.

Men vs. Women_ Respondent -s. The women students at Fort Ord responded more
favorabLy than men students to the four questions related to Opin ion Area 5. They were
more apt to report that course’ instructors were willing to help then-i (Question C-16);

~~~~~~~~~~~~ that instructors were’ will ing to tell them about course objectives (Question C-18); that
instructors were will ing to tell them about the consequences of not meeting course
objectives (Question (‘- 19); and that they were told what would happen to them if they
finished the course earl y (Question C-20). At Fort Jackson there we’re no differences
between the sexes in the way they responded to these questions.

Instructor vs. Studen t Respondents . Both students and instructors agreed that the
typin g progress of tI- i c stude ’nt was checked quite often (Question C-17) . The dropouts
reported , however , that  someti mes these checks were rather e’ursory (Question C-17,
Appendix B). At both i i i s t a l l a t iun s  instructors apparently were willing to tell students
what would happen to th em if they did not meet the objectives of the BAAC course. In ‘

fact , the interview comments obtained from the course dropouts sugge’sted that the 
—

possibility of being droppm ’mi from the course is the most common threat used to try to
motivate slow learners (Questions D--t and D-20. Appendix B) . - ‘

Fort Ord vs. Fort .Jackson Graduates. The responses to Questions C-17 and (‘-19
( Appendix A ) semgge’st that the ’ instructors arc more strict (or pe ’rhaps more threatening ) at
Fort Jackson than at Fort Ord . The students at Fort Jackson reported that their  typing
progress was checked quite’  often (Question C-17) and that the instructors told them what
would happen to them i f  they  were dropped from the e’ourse (Question C-19). The
students at Fort Ord had significantly less positive ’ opinions with respect to the topics - -

addressed by these two que’stions. -

Course Dropout lnte ’rv ie ’w Responses. In Appendix B, interview comm ents are
summarized for Questions (‘-16 , (‘-17 , C-18, and C-19. Accordim ig to these’ comments :

( 1) Most instructors we’re willing to help the’ studen ts (Que ’stion 16).
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(2)  Stude’nt typ ing  progress was checked rather closel y and quite often 
- -

(Question 171 .
(3) The stude ’nt s were informed about the requirements they had to meet in

order to graduate from the course (Question C-is).
(4) The students were’ informe d about what would happen to them if they

were droppe d from the course (Question (‘-19).

- 
- Opinion Area 6. ATTITUDES TOWARD OVERALL COURSE

Questions C-21 and ( ‘-22 of the Student Questionnaire (see Appendix A) solicited
opinions on the overall course . In Ques t i ’~r~ C-?1 the respondents were asked whether ri
they thought the course was int e ’resting or dull and boring. In Question C-22 they were
asked to judge how much of the  course material they though t they would remember.

Course Graduate ’s. In  gen ’ral , the course graduates report e ’d that they would
remember much of the  c ourse material , hut that the ’ course it-self was not especially —

interesting.
Course Graduates v~. Dr potits. A~ e’xpected , the dropouts were less favorably

inclined toward the c -ours - - \s compared with course graduates , the dropouts reported
less interest in the cour si ’ , ar-id said they ye e ’uld not reme’mber much of the course material.
Of course , to begin wi th , the dropouts had not learned much of the course material.

Men vs. Women Respon dents.  For Questions C-21 and C.22 , men and women - ‘

responded similarly.
Instructor vs. Student Rt ’spendents. This comparison was not made because the

questions on the li .~te’uetor and Student Questionnaire s were not comparable .
Fort Ord vs. Fo~-t ~Ja kson Graduates. The respondents at Fort Jackson reported that

the course was fairly int e r est ing ; the Fort Ord graduates said the course was “interesting
sometimes.” This d i f fere nce was statistically significant ( Appendix A). Possibly this
response relates to tine fact that  at Fort Jackson slow typists receive individual attention
from a civilian instructor dt i r im ig the first two weeks of the course.

Course Dropout I n t e r v i e w  Responses. This topic was not addressed in the course
dropout interview .

Opinion Area 7. ATTITUDES TOWARD PRACTICE OF BEING GIVEN
NON-TRAINING ASSIGNMENTS

L 

At both Fort Ord end F’oml .Jae ’kson , s tudenk  are listed on a number of duty rosters ,
and , in addition . may he - assigned ~i variety of de ta i l s .  Questions C-23 and C-24 of the
Student Questionnaire (s e’ -\pp endix A) solicited st-ude ’nt reactions to this practice.

Course Grad uates , The graduates reported that the ’y were assigned details and duties ,
but not very often (Question C-23). TI-icy were of the opinion that this practice had
“somewhat of a had effect ” on their course performance (Question C-24’t ,

Course Graduates v-~. Dropou ts. There were no sign ificant differences in the way
these two groups respond e’d to Questions C-23 and C-24.

Men vs. Women Respondents. At Fort Jackson men respondents reported a signifi-
cantly higher number of “assigne ’d details ” than did women respondents. In fact , at both
locations men students are assigned more non-training duties and details than are women.

Instructor vs. Stude mn t  Respondents.  This comparison was not made.
F- ’rt Ord vs. I”ort -ku - tss in Respondents. As compared with students at Fo~1 Ord ,

Fort Jackson stude’r it s reported a significantl y higher number of “assi gn ed de t ails ”
(Question C-23 ), and ( ‘xt ~r~-s~(’(I more s t ron g ly the i r  opinion :hat this  practic( ’ had a bad

i n
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effect on theu ’ course l)e ’forman ce (Question C-24) . , -\s reported in Annex A , students at
both installations comp lam mne ’d aI)out the number of duties they had to perform while in a
student status,

Course Dr~pout Interview Responses. With refere ’nce to Question C-2- l , Ap pemnd ix B ,
those dropouts who had been assigned many duties did comp lain abo ut them . However ,
many responde’nts said tha t  the ’s’ were not assigned many duties and details. Further , they
reported that this pr actm -e had l i t t le , if any, effect on their cours e ’ performance .

Opinion Area 8. ATTITUDES TOWARD COURSE INCENTIVES

Questions D-3 through D-S of the Student Questionnaire (se’e’ Appendix A) covered
various features of the im -entiv e practices employed with the 71B 10/20 course . Ques- -

tions D-1 and D-2 were open-s’mnded; they asked the responde’nts to report what types of
rewards were given for good performance in the course (Question 1)-i) , an d what t ypes of
rewards could or should he ~m v e ’ i i to students for superior performance ’ (Question D-2) , The
responses to Questions 1)-I and I)-2 are summarized in Table 2 ,

Table 2

Percentage of Respondents Who Reported or
Suggested Use of a Particular Type of Reward ”

Fort J . I I k - ,o l  F on Ord

[ C) U,’S i IOf l  0 1(1St  IOn 0 t iust IOn 0 UI’STIOI S
Types ci Ri ’w , t i ~ l Ilt l I lt - r l t I v I - c  _ _

~ 
0 - 1  D - 2  0 - 1  0-2

Promoti on /Adv anc ern e’nt 45 1 32 2 35.2 28.1
Special/Extra Privili’cjes 18 .0 25.3 40. 1 44 .6
Special Awards 10.4 13.9 4 .2 5.4
Preferred or Better Duly Ass iqomerit 6.6 10.2 9.4 12.0
Personal Satisfaction or Recoqrrit ion 4 ,3 4 .1 5.2 3.1
Relief from Duties arid De’t ,iils 4 .3 13.9 1 .0 6.7
No Reward Required 11 .4 0.4 4 8  00

1 Wh , It - I ,H1y - I ypl’s of rewards are g Iv en In ii, IS course for good (1 11,01,1101’

0-2 fNh, i t yç  I *t ‘ l ’VS Il (is do yo u thInk could be or shoul d hI ’ qI vO n t 1 1 ud,’n Is for
su per ior pur l or 11 111 

An examination of Table 2 shows that most students reporte’d that the promise of a
promotion (grade advane ’e ’ment ) upo n graduation is the incentive most commonly used t.o
motivate students. Special privileges , such as tine promise of a three-day pass or per-
mission to go on leave , we’re ’ other incentives nnentioned by many respondents . In ge’ne’ral ,
students reported less inte ’r est in promotions ar-id more interest  in receiving spe -ial
privileges for exceptional c ourse performance. Recei pt of a th ree-day pa.ss for good
performance was the ’ most fre ’qut ’nt ly suggested reward (Question l) -2) .

Course Graduates. ,- \s a group, the respondents were’ n e ’em tra l  wi th  respect to e-our se
incentives, Replies to Question D-3 seemed to suggest s l ight l y  that rewards for good
course performance we’re somewhat inadequate .

Course Graduates vs. Dropouts. Course dropouts usually had a more negative
opinion of the course inc. ’t it ive -’ system than did course’ graduates . In particular , dropouts
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felt that instructors were against the use of rewards (Question D-7). This opinion is
partially supported by the fact that when a student has difficulty in the course there is
not much the instructor can do by way of administering rewards. However , the instruc-
tors can and do : ( a )  inform the student of the consequences of failing the course , (b) tell
the student to attend study hail , (c) assign extra details to the student , and (d) “chew
out” the student , This is all part of standard incentive and counter-incentive practices
followed in the course.

Men vs. Women Respondents. These two groups of respondents did not differ -

significantly with re s p e c t  to their responses to Questions D-3 through D-7.
Instructor vs. Student Respondents. In general , instructors gave more favorable

responses than did students to questio ns on course incentives. As compared with
students, instructors reported that they were in favor of using reward s and promises to
motivate students (Qu estion D-7). The findings suggest that , with respect to the use of
incentives , student and instructor opinions are quite different at Fort Ord , but are not
too discrepant at Fort .J ac -kson (Questions D-3 , D-4 , D-7 , and D-8).

Fort Ord vs. Fe ll J ackson _ Graduates. None of the five comparisons made was
statistically significant ,

Course Dropout Int erv iew Responses. The dropouts were queried with resp ect to
Questions D-4 and D-7 , Their comments indicated that:

(1)  Instru ctors tend to use punishments and threats to motivate students ,
especially slow learners (Question D.4).

(2) Most students rio not know how instructors feel about using reward s
and/or punishments (Question D-7).

With reference to the  interview comments obtained from course dropouts (Questions D-1
and D-2 , Appendix B):

(1) Most of the ’ in terviewees were aware of the rewards that could be obtained
for good course per formance.

( 2) Many respondents report-ed that students were not rewarded for good
performance in the course ’ -

(3) The’ most frequently suggested rewards for good course performance were
promotions and three-.day passes.

Opinion Area 9. ATTITUDES TOWARD COURSE COUNTER-INCENTIVES

Qu e’stions D-1 1 throug h D-1 5 of the Student Questionnaire (see Appendix A) were
used to gather information relative to this Opinion Area.

Course Graduates. For the question s under present anal ysis , an examination of
Column I in Appendix .-\ reveals that the student responses were rather neutral with
respect to count t ’r -in ( ’e’nt ives used in the 71B10/20 course. The general results for
Question D-1 2 suggest tha t  the students did not feel that those who finished the course ’
early would he p en a l iz ed .  Also , the responde nts reported that the instructors were fair
when meting out punishm ent . According to the response to Question D-l5 , the students
believed that cours e instructors were somewhat inconsistent in their use of threats
and punishments .

Course Graduates vs. Dro pout ~s . One’ might expect course dropouts to ha ’.’e’ rather
negative opinions about counter-inc entives. However , this did not seem to he the case. -

The student -s expressed - strong feelings one way or the other about course objectives.
However , course dropouts were more pos itive- in their belief that good stude nts ar c’
penali !e’I for f in ishing the ’ 71B 10/20 course early (Question D-l1).

Men vs. Women Respondents . At both Fort Ord and Fort Jackson , the men
respondents reported tha t  those ’ who finish the course earl y are sometimes penalized
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(Question D-12). Women respondents reported that this seldom happens. The facts seem
to support both groups of respondents. Whil e examining the training record s for indi-
vidual students, the Contractor found instances where men were assigned details or a
duty such as CQ immediately after completing the course. At this time , the recent
graduate was still under the jurisdiction of a Training Company and was still listed on all
duty rosters. Undoubtedly, the ’ Training Company does , on occasion , succumb to the
temptation to give the rec ent graduate such duties. From the Army ’s standpoint , this is
an appropriate assignment: from the standpoint of the recent graduate , he has been
penalized for finishing the course early. This practice could be changed without too much
effort if it is judged desirable to do so. Women students receive a lesser number of duty
assignments and therefore rece’nt women graduates are not apt to encounter this situation.

Instructor vs. Student Re ’spondents. When student responses are compared with the
responses of their ins t ru e ’t l l r s . it was found that (a )  s tudents  at both Fort Ord and Fort
Jackson reported that  ins t ructors  sometimes favor the use of thr e ’ats and punishments
( Question D-1 3); and (b ( t h e ’  stude ’nt s  at Fort ~1ackson were less p osi t ive ’  in the ’ir op inion
that those who f inish the ’ course earl y will he penalized (by hc ’iin g given a duty
assignment or de t a i l ) .  t h i s  l a t t e r  f inding is d i f f i cu l t  to in te ’rpr et . However , at both
installations there is a differe ’n ce of opinion he !tweern the inst rue -b rs and the Training
Company as to who shou ld have ontrol over the students ‘I’he Fort 1iackson response’s
to Question D-12 suggest that , ire the  opinion of the ’ in stru e -t ors , the  Training Company
uses recent graduat es t e l  pe ’rform a disproport ionate  number  of dot assignments  and
details , This whole ’ proble m of who should control the ’ s tudent  is discussed more ful ly  in
the final report and also in Annex .- ‘e

Fort Ord vs Fort Jat ’kson Graduate s. These two groups responded similarly on all
questions subsumed uncle’r Opin ion  Area 9. -

course Dropout In t erv iew Responses. According to th e comments provided to
Question D-1 3, most dropout s did not know how the ins t ructors  fe ’lt about the use of
punishments and thre ’at s . or they re ’port ed that  the instructors did not care ‘‘one way or
the other ” about us ing  punish n lent s  and threats,

Types of Punishments  and Threats t~sed During the (‘ourse. Question fl-b of the’
Student Questioniia~re’ :i- ’I - :t ’d th e  respondents to list the  “types of punishments or threats
of punish ments ” used in t he  71 B10 2() course. ~\ summary of t h eir responses shown in
Table 3. At both inst ahl: i t  ions , parti c ula r l y at Fort ,Jackson . the ’ standard procedure ’ is to
tell stow learners that  t hey ~v ill  he “sent to (‘ook ‘s sch ool “, “se ’nt to tine In fantry ”,
and/or “sent before liii ’ Fv ; i lua t  on Board’ ’ if t hey  do not. perform well in th e ’ course. On
occasion they ar e’ told tha t  th e ’y will be discharged from the Army if they  do not do
well. lj nfor tunat e ly ,  I h i s  la st  threat  is perceived as a potential reward by a small number
of stude’nts , It was reporte d t o  the  (‘ontra ctor  that  some s tuden t s  purposely do whatever
they can to get dro ispeil from the  course and either discharged or reass igned.

Opinion Area 10. USE OF OPTIONS FOR OBT A I N I N G
A D D I T I O N A L  ACADEMIC ASSISTANCE

Que’stions E-1 th r ough  K-5 of the St u dr ’in t Que’5t j onn ai r e ’  (s ee ’ .\;s , i ’ndi x :~ 
) are ’

related to t his Opinion Area - In  pr ae ’t ie’e . tbe ’re ’ are thre e ’ e’ eiur ses of i t t  ion a s tudent  can
take in an ef f o r t  t o  in i( sr ei v e his chances of completing the 71 B1 0 2 0  coor s ’. lie  can
attend st udv hafl , he can si’i ’ k assist anee ’ from the r n~t ruct ors . -i nch he can se ’e ’k :( ss i st ain e ’ e ’

from his fellow s t u d e n t s  or from recent course graduate’s who funct ion  as assist -
ant in~t ‘Ut - I  ur -~

Course Graduate s, Al -t ’or d ing to the ’ responses to Questions F- i  through F-S . the ’
students (a )  seldom att t ’n el ed st tidy hall t o pract i ce  t yp ing :  ( h )  se ’ldom att  ende ’eh study hall
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Tab le 3

Percentage of Respondents Who Reported That a
Particular Type of Punishment or Threat Was Used by

MOS 71B10/20 Cou rse Instructors

Question 0-10

T~~ t t- ~j t Punishment o r Threat Fort Jac kson j Fort Ord

No Promotion/Grade Advancement 1 . 1 1 .0
Removal of Special Privi leg es 3.4 1.5
Public Reprimand or Criticism 4.1 1.0
Off icial Note Made of Poor Academic Progress 9,0 1.5
Reass ignment to a Nonpref erred MOS 34.1 32,8
Assignment of Estra Duties or Details 26.2 41.8
Pun ishm l’ ltn Fines , Stand at Attention , etc. 9.0 2.0
Discharge d From Service 7, 1 0.0
Other: Assi gnment to Study Hall , etc. 6.0 18.4

to study the P I s; ( c )  knew that they could attend study hail if they wished; (d) some-
times asked their fe llow students for assistance , but apparently not very oft en ; and
(e) sometimes asked the instructors for assistance. There is nothing remarkable about
these findings.

Course Graduates vs. Dropouts. I n comparison with course graduates, course drop-
outs (a) attended study hail more frequently (they were told to do so by their
instructors); (b )  were h i ss strong itt their belief that the study hai l was available to them :
and (c) were less apt to se’ck assistance from their fellow students (Question D-4). This
last finding might sug~ e ’st t h a t  most students who are dropped from the 71B10/20 course
decide early in the t - tn ir se- ’ that they probabl y will he dropped and/or that they want to
be dropped , and thereaf te r  do as little as possible until they actually are dropped .

Men vs. Women Respondents. ,\t both Fort Ord and Fort Jackson , men students
were more apt to attend stud y hall (Questions E-1 and E-2). Since men tended to be
slower learners in this course , they were more often assigned to study hall .

Instructor vs. Student Respondents. Instructor and Student Questionnaires did not
contain comparable questions related to Opinion Area 10.

Fort Ord ss, Fort Jackson Graduates. As compared with students at Fort Jackson ,
Fort Ord stude’nts atte ’nd e ’d study hail more often (Questions E-1 and E-2) and were
more positive in their j udgment that study hall was available to those students in need of
it (Question E-3). In addit ion , Fort Ord students reported a greater tendency to seek help
from their fellow students (Question E-4 ) .

At Fort Ord th e stud y hail is availab le four ddys per week; at Fort Jackson it is
available on Tuesday an t I  Thursday e ’venings only . With respect to the responses to
Question E-4 , the Fort Ord instr uctors may he more perm issive ’ th an those at Fort
Jackson—more apt to alloiv stud ent -s to talk to one another w h i le in class. No informa-
tion was collecte’d on this  specific topic.

Course Dropout Interview Responses. Most respondents knew that study ha ll was
available to course s tudents  and many reported t h at  they had voluntarily attended study
hail , I -k-wever , the respondents comp lained (esp ecial ly at F ort Jackson) that the study
hall was too noisy and s in oky  (Quest ion E-3 , App endix B) .
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At least ha l f  ~ i the ’  dropouts interviewed at each installation reported that they
had sought assistance ’ from their  instructor. A number of interviewees reported that the
instructors were not very helpful  . . -~s reported in Ann ex A , many students felt that  the
instructors either were not wtll ing or did not know how to help slow learners.

Opinion Areas 11 and 12. PRE-COURSE AND MID-COURSE INTEREST IN
TYPING AN D/OR CLERICAL DUTIES

( ‘ e rse’ ( ; r adLhi t * ’ -.. I h ’ a~ i ’rage student at ( ‘ntrv into  the  course was nei ther
inter e ’ st e ’t I ni er h i ’ .in te ’r e ’s t i - I i i  t he- ac q u i s i t i o n  of clerica l and t y p ing skills (Question F-i
.-\pp endix \ . .\ fte r  th re e ’ t~ e’e k-~ in the course ’ , s tudent interest  in these skills had
undergon e’ l i t t l e , if m v , t h , i i i ~ e I Qtie ’st ion F — 3 ) .

(‘ ttU r~e ’ Gr a t1ua t t - -.~~- )r e~ is . .\s might  be expected , the opinions of graduat es  and
( i r op e cU t s  w e’re Si mi I .i  r at  c u t  rv t i l t  o th e ’  71 1110 20 course . I lowe ’ve ’r , some thr ee weeks
lat er (when most t Ir e c l i i  cU t s  u : l ’ ~ - u n - i d  v been dropped from the eours~’ 1 , the interest of
course drop out s  in ul , ’r i eal in t l  t v l e i u t i . ~ sk i l l s  had suffered a mar k -i’d declin e .

There ’ is 1 I i  ssi l i l i t  V t l : , t i  most s tudents , a f t er  two or three  days ’ exposure to
the 711110 20 t ’o i rse - , h , i ~ - t i n t  it . i i  ( i e ’cid ( ’(h wh ether  or not th e ’  are willing to  work
hard to comp l e t e ’ t he ’ ‘ c c  r~ ‘ - I b i s  e onje ’cture is supported h -tv the ’ opinion of many
instructors who i ’ont . ’u ehe ’i I t h a t  t c - c -  st ude ’nt s who become a motivat ional  prob lem eat-tv
in th e ’ course ir e ’ t h e -  c i o ’~ most  .ip t to he dropped from the ’ cour se ’ . ‘I bis p oin t  wil l  ht’
furthe ’r developed later in t u~ re port -

Men vs . ~~eflnen Be ’~p c t n i i e ’ n t s . Of eight possible c omparisons , only one was statis-
tically s igni f icant :  ‘I’he men -~t ude ’nts  at Fort Ord we’re more posi t ive tha t  the i r  interest in
doing clerical work for the ’  Ar n i  had been increase(l as the  result  of at tending the
71 B 1O/20 course’ (Question F - 2  I.

~~ rt1~~r vs . Stu i l ent  l i e ’s ; c t c i i s e ’s . Ins t ruc t or -s tud ent  comparisons re ’la tive to Opinion
Areas 11 and 12 were ’ ne st n m ; iele ’ ,

Fort Ord vs. Fei r t  j a c k - su i t  Respondents . On a number of comparisons . Fort Ord
graduates and dropou t s t ’\  ~~~~~ I less int ere ’st in d en -cal  work and or in becoming skilled
typists. A possible’ e ’xp laium t  ion is t h a t  the ’ Group u vp ing  period at Fort Ord is more
concentrated and probab ly m et re ’  grueling than  its  counterpart at L” u rt ,lac ’kson , This is
because the student must type ’  at a rate -  of 15 N W P M on three ’ adjac ent timed wri t ings to
“graduate ” ear l y from the ’ ( ;r oup l y p i n g  portion of the course . At Fort ,Jackson s tudents
who can type ’ at the r : i t e ’  of 11 N~~’l’\ T art ’ ‘‘graduated ’’ from Group ‘l’vp ing. The typ ing
practices and ri ’quire ’me ’nts at Fort Ord may have ’ caused n ianv of the  respondents to
‘‘downrate ” the ’ir inte ’re ’st in ts’ p ing and clerical skil ls .

ç~~~~~~~_pro1~ot it ln te r~~u e ’ ~~ Responses . -\ number of dropouts  reported that  they
never had been intere ’ste ’cI i t t  h se’ c -oming a skilled tvpts t - Some’ of these persons also
reported that  they had wante ’d to he as~i gn e ’t l  to anot he ’r course ’ hu t  had been assigiied to
the 71 BI 0 20 course instead - \ i sp ar ent lv ,  some of the ’  dropouts  had not realiz ed tha t
learning to type  was a 7 111 1 0 20 course requirement - The c-umnte ’nts contained in
Section F, :\ppeitd ix B , she’d eon side ’rabie’ hght on the ’ reasons n h  st ud e ’nts become
course dropouts .

Opinion Area 13. OPINIONS REGARDING COMPLETENESS OF INFORMATION
GIVE N STUDENTS ABOUT FE ATURES OF TH E COU RSE

ts ’~ue’ here is n Ii ’  ‘r t !ii~ st i i dents  were fu l l y  inform ed re~ artl  ing the course ,
includ ing t h e ir progre’ss in t i n ’  c c  cu r s e ’ , what  would happen to them if they  were’ droppe’d
from the ’ co urse ’ . linti  s i t  OFt .
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Course Graduate ’s, The f indings displayed in Appendix A indicate that : (a )  the
respondents believed that  they were gt~-en some infor mat i :~n about how to type but
probably could have t i e - i t  better informed (Question C-2 )~ ( h I  when a student failed a
criterion test he Was usually told in gene’ral terms why he failed and what he should do
to pass the test ( Q w ” t i c c n  ( -13 ) ;  (c )  the  stude’nts were given some information about the
rewards (Question I ) - t l i  ant i  ne’gative incentives (Question D-i1) which would he
emp loyed in the ’ cou rse ’ . ‘I hese f indings , plus comments obtained from course dropouts ,
suggest that the ’ u n s t r u c -t cr s should provide ’ more ’ feed b a c k in fo rma t ion  to the students , In
particular , many ~t u l c ’ f l t s  fe lt that th e ’ Ins t ructors  e t tu i d  1- cc ’ more detailed and patient
when exp laining to the ’  s tudents wh y they had failed a cr i t e r i o n  test.

Course Gr a du a t i-~ vs. I)ropouts ,  .-\s com pared w i t h  graduate s , course dropouts (a)  felt
that they had not he ’e ’n g iven detailed informat ion  ab ou t  wi ts -  they failed a c riterion t e s t
(Question C-i 3) ; (h  I c l i i i  not fe’el that t h e y  had been (‘speciall y well informed about the
rewards one could r c - c - l iv e for good p erformance ( Q i i e ’ st iO n I) -9); and ( c )  reported that
they had not been we ’ll  in formed about the ’  n ega tiv c ’ uu t ce n t ives  and punishments  which
would be given for o r  course per for m ance  (Que ::t ion 1) - i l ) ,

Men vs. ~~ome ’u Re ’s pun de ’nts , The se two  grc ) u ~ — re sponded similarly to questions
related to this Opinion ,~ rea ,

Instructor vs. S t u d en t  Re’spon dents,  At both Forts Orci and Jackson , the instructors
reported that  they c lear l y  in forn ,c ’d ~t u d c ’nt ~ about  t h e  r ewar d s they e-ould ree’eive for
good academic’ perf i c r m a i l c - e -  in t h e  c ourse . The’ J3 ,’,A’ ‘ i - nurs e -  s tudent s  at both in stal la-
tions were’ more’ apt  to  r eport t h a t  t h e y  we ’r e ’ ‘‘not s irc ’’ tha t  they had been cle’arly
informed about cour se ’ rewards (Ou est ion D-9~ .

Fort Ot-d vs. Fort Jac’ksor, Graduates .  \~‘he ’n compared with  Fort Ord respondents ,
the Fort Jackson graul t ia t c ’s  ~a) said t h e y  had I ceen I ~~‘ ; I - -i - i n formed ahout (‘orrec’t typ ing
procedures by their i s 1r uu 1c~r ( video tapes are used at  Fort Cird to present most of the
typi ng instruction ) Qu c ’ st m on (‘-2 1; h I  w ’-r ’-  less i n i - l : : i c -d to report that  the i r  instructors
had given them de ’tai l e ’c I i n fo rma t ion  ab out  ~ n t h e  had faik ’cl a criterion test f

-

(Questio n (‘- 131; ani l  ( c ’~ we ’r e lo~~ sure ’ tha t  the ’s’ had h e- i n  adle quat ( ’lv iniormed about the
rewards for good cours e ’ p c ’i - forman ce I Quest inn D-9 -

Course_ Dropout l n t c r ’~u e ’w Ri ’sponses At Fort ( ) rc l . most of the ’ dropouts had never
taken a criterion t c ’ st - 1”c cr t  J a ck - su i t  ( l r ( i p c c u t s  re ’port e ’d tha t  some t ime s  they were told
wh y they fail ed a t e s t  and ut o ther  I t ines t c -v  wer e it t told (Que st ion (‘-13 ,
Appendix B),

Opinion Area 14. OPINIONS REGARDING HOW STUDENTS
A R E  A S S I G N E D  TO T H E  C O U R S E

The interview w i th  c - c u r se ’ d r o p o u t s  ( ‘Oi i l ~i i t t i ’ t l  t !~ ~ ‘~i o w i t i g  que ’st ion :  ‘‘fl ow did you
get assigned to the 71 h u t  2 1) c o u r s e , I ) i i l  v c : i  a I. ~c ur  i t ” or w h a t ? ’ ’  The’ answers to this
question have I o’~-n summar iz e ’  I and are ’ p i e  s e n t  c - - I  i i  Q i i i ’~uon F-(~. .-\ppendi x B. Impor-
tant points mentie tne ’d h~- ih~ dr c c 1t c u t s  i f l c l t i d e ’c t

( I  ) ~e lu i n v  ne ’ s p o i u c l - u i t ’ . ‘- : i u c l  t h a t  it vç~i’~ the i r  re c ru i t er  who suggested that they
a lcply  for the’ 7 l [110 21) c c  curse ’

(2) Many respe cnu le  i t  ~~, it t i m e  of i c c -ru it in i ;  - had c’xp i ’e~.sed an interest in
ano the r M( 1* I li c~e c ’ v c ’r . th e ’ir  re que st -c ‘u k! not  be’ i u i e t  - so they enlis ted
f c r  71 1310 20 .

(3) Sc l i l t ’  i e ’spc )n(l(’u i t - . wai l t e c h  t o work in t ie ’ c leri cal fie ld , hut  had not realized
tha t  t h e -v wo uld he c ’\ nc ’ e t c ’ d I  t i c  bec ome ’ skil led t y p i s t s .

L 

17

- 
- ‘~~ ~~~~~~~~ - ______



- 
————-‘———‘ - —

Opinion Area 15, OPINIONS REGARDING COURSE COUNSELING SESSIONS

This was another area addressed during the interview wi th  the ’ course dropouts.
Comments provi ded by the ’ respondents are summarized under Quc ’st ion F-7 , Appendix B .
The interviewees reported th at :

( 1 )  The counse l ing sessions were hel pfu l in tha t  they  re ’ce ’ived informat ion
about what wou ld happen to them if the’s’ w e ’r e ’ dropped from the course .

(2 )  About half if th e ’ Fort Ord respondents reported tha t  they  rec eived no
counseling. R athe ’r , they  were simply told tha t  th e ’v were’ being dropped
from the c - c c uu r s i ’

(3)  The major i ty  of respondents said that  the counseling sessions were of no
hel p—no solu t ion  for their  academic prohle ’ms re ’su lte ’d .

The reader should be cautione ’d that  the above in fo rma t i on  indicate s only that  those -

students who became u - n u r s e ’  dr opout ~s were not helped by the ’ i.-ounse ling sessions. It is
quite ’ possible that  many stude ’n t s  who eventuall y graduated from the ’ course ’ w i- r e ’ helped
by such sessions,

Bast’d on discussions ~ ith course instructors , it would appear that  a counseling
session (a )  is held afte ’r a st udent  has been in academic - difficult y for some’ c l ay s , and
(b) is held pnrnar ily to ( i ( ’te ’rrnin e ’ whether any th ing  can be done ’ to m c ) t  i v a t  t ’ t l te ’ student  -

From the instructor ’s standpoint . -ounseling sessions seem to he held for the ’ purpose of
deciding wheth er to drop the  s tudent .  Slow learners who appear to he u n m ot i v a t e d , or
who in fact report that t hte ’V “ want out ’’ of the u -nurse , usually are dropped - chose’ sl ow
learners who express an appar e ’nt genuine interest in t ry ing  to contp let the course
usually are given a second chance to demonstrate that they can nteet the  c ourse ’
requirements.

Opinion Area 16. OPINIONS REGARDING REASONS FOR FAILING COURSE

During the dropout tu t i ’n - i c ’w , each respondent was asked to e’omn le ’nt on “the’ main
reasons for your a t t r it i ng  from thir course?” Their comme ’ti t s are’ summarized unde ’r
Question F-8 , Appendix B. Import-ant points mentioned by the ’ inte ’rv i ewee s include:

- (1)  Most responde’nts we’re dropped because of poor ty~- c u n g .
(2 )  The comments of most respondents suggeste’d that there was not much tha t

could have bee n clone to prevent them from becoming dropouts ,
As part of this st uds ’ . informat ion was obtained about t he  ac-adernic progre’ss of ~t)

students who eventually were dropped from the course. Based on an anal ysis of the i r
training records , it was concluded that : ( a )  33 students were dropped b ecause ’ they were
not meeting cou~~e typing requirements, (h I  13 students we’re dropped bc ’i ’a uus e ’ t he’s’
could not learn the P1 mate ’ria l , and (c - I 13 students were clroppe’d because of a combina-
tion of academic problems. This information is displayed in Table -t ( see ’ Opinion Area 3) .

The following points should he made with reference to the data e’ont .iined in
Table 4. First , because of the Group Typing practices at Fort Ord , man y students  at tha t
ATC are dropped for typing reasons before they ever see a P1. Secondly, some students
did report that the ’y had d i f f i cu l ty  with the Pis (discussed in \nnex  A l .  However , t t

would appear that  some’ dropout s first have d i f f i c u l ty  in learning how to t y pe ’. Thc ’~’ then
become discouraged and s I c  1e t ry ing  to  learn the Ph material ,
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Table 4

Main Aca demic Reasons for
Dropping 59 Stud ents From the MOS 71B10/20 Course

T ype of Aca d e’ rncc D Occu i t y

Co u ld C~~- i r i Nni 0,f ~ -~~~~
L’ - ,,rrc Pu ‘.‘ - r , ~ i’d’e~ ~ c c t h  pu

- . ~ e I c ~~~~ r j  Mc ’ - .~~ j  R- -~~~~r orn v 
J - ‘ r c c i T . u e c i q

F o r t O r c t  5 19 4
For t  J ac~~’~in 8 14 9

T , i , ‘ ‘ , 13 33 13

Opinion Area 17. SUGGESTIONS FOR HOW TO IMPROVE THE COURSE

Questions (‘ -25 cud (‘ 24 ’ c f  t h e ’  S tude,’a t  Questionnaire ’ see ’ Appendix  A )  asked for
sugges tiot t s  on h sc t~ make ’  the ’  t y p i n g  portion of the ’ course’ more interesting
(Question (‘-25 and h sc t i make ’  the ’ P1 por t Ion of the ’  -ourse more interest ing
(Question C-26 I.  The’ r e p lie s to t h e se’ tw o  ques t ions  are ’ shown in Table- s 5 and 6 .

With re ’ f e ’r e ’n c - , ’ to Ta h e le ’  5 . many s tudents  said t h a t  more time ’ sh ould he allowed for
nontypists to maste r the ’ t y p i n g  r -qu ir em e ’nts  of the ( ‘nurse. Some’ students reported they
were led to bel i i ’s i ’  th at the would have ’ up to  se ven we t - ks  to meet the typing
requirements . Instead , th e y found tha t  w i th in  a two-week period they had to meet what
to them seemed an u n r c - : i ~i cn ahle ’  re ’quir e ’ment for those ’ who  (‘ould not type at entry into •

the course’ .

Tab le  5

Percen tage of Students Who Listed a
Particular Course Improvement Category as One Way to

Improve the Typ ing Portion of the MOS 71B10/20 Course

C c a r s ’  in~ c r c , v ’ - p l ,  c i t  C r r , ’ v ny  Foe J r k ’ o ’  Foe Ord

Have Less Ty i ng acid Less Testing 11 .2 9 7
AI~ciw for M c c c ’ l yp i n g  and Test ing 10 9 15.9
Mci i  Ind i ~ e ul  c ,el A t t e n t i on  to St i c c l e ’n t s  71, h 2
Irnprovr’ l n s t c  :c t i e  C,ipabel t i c  s 5 3 3.1
Improve Oee~ l e t y  of I n s t r u c t  c n , e t  M ater ia l  12 4 14.6
I m pr ove CI , i s ’ .r . c c , c i  E i i u i p r n e n t / F~ c e lc t ce ~ 10 4 17.6
Impr ov e ( R I  i~ I T i ‘ en e r l q  ~ t mc’i~t ch~ r c ’ 8 7 6 6
Pr ovc dp for  F ~p i , cn i t  i on of M i t e r  i d  5 4 159
Noth ing :  T h i n d  G.m r tet ’ M ,mde I n te t r es t u n g  5 2 6
N o t h c - i q  Typin g  Por i c on OK As I s 10.8 53
Other 5 4  2.6

I ~ _ .- — ~~I
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Table’ I ;

Percentage of Students Who Listed a Particular
Course Improvement Category as One Way to Improve the

Programmed Instruction Portion of the MOS 71B10/20 Course

C c , ’ ,,- i t n i i , , , , v c n n c e ’ c e l  C ’. e n e ’ , u , , n y i c i e t j , ,c k s c , n c  
J 

i c I e r  Occi

Stede l el Li’s’, Tmni e’ c e l l  PI ’  0 ¶ 1 7 1
Spe ’nct M e e t  e h int ’ c e l l  P h ,  7 .8 4
Mor e (nd cvce lu i , e t  At  te nt m m c c  t o Sti i i f e ’n ts  1 26  8 2
I n u i m i o v e  I n s t e  eee ’ i c  c c C~e (l ~e I e e l e t e c ’ s  4 .3 i s c

Iunt i iov e ’  ()ce,mlcty c c t  P t ’, 79 1 34 9
Li c e’ Peter lu s t ’  ce c ’t c c c l i  4 8  1 .()

Improve ( H e - l e e  ( T c. ce ec ee ce; Atr iunsph e’ re ’ 4 3 1 5

Pc e c v e c f e t  R e ’ t t c ’ c  U c i et , in,ei c e e uc ccl M ,ite’r eel  16 1 232

lnl I e i c v c ’ T e ’’,t c i m e i  I’ e c c e - e ’e l c e e  i ’s 7~0 15

Se’Ie ’e t (~n l m c ci’ ~ ii  d e n t ’ , ~a liii c’ (~,ei ch illy 0.t) 1 0

N o t l i e n t i :  C,iec ’ t r~1 -~k Phs  I n t o  c ’st co q 1 3  2~ i

N olhe , in t  C( ’,  Ac e ’  N eesv A l l  H c q li t 8.7 6 /

— 
2.7 ( i - i

Many s t t i de ’ i i t s  s u i g g e ’ ’ ~le ’c1 I l t a l  the ’  q u a l i t y  of the ’ t vp t t i g  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  materials could
be improved . 13y this , the ’s ’ u s u a l l y  meant t h a t  the  ty p ing e ’x c ’re ’ u. se’ ma t e r i a l  should he’
made more ’ in t e ’ re ’ st tu g.

The’ sugge ’stic nis re ’ l , mlc ’ c l  t o  ‘‘ imprc cve ’m e ’nts iii c ’lassrooni e ’e i c i ipm e ’nI  at u e l  ‘d r  f a e ’ t l i t m e ’ s ’’

re’fe’rre’d most ly  to  I h e ’ f , i c t (ba t  mans ’ cd ’ the ’  course ’ tvpe ’w i’ l t  c ’ i s  cs-c rc ’ i t t  e h i s r c ’p atr , Also ,
for a large’ t’lass t he ’ r m ’  we ’re ’ i t c i l  ,i t WaVs enough I y pm ’wr t t  c ’rs .

An tn t t ’ r e ’ s t in g  f i i i c h i u t g  t’e ’ l a t c ’s to the ’  d tUe ’re ’ i i c -m ’ ~ pe’rc ’e’ ri t i ~ e ’ ee l’ l” ee r f  ()r cl and Fort
Jackson r e ’ spu nr l e ’ i i t ’- who  sugge ’st4 ’d t h a t  t h e  t y p i n g  mal c ’ri al s e ’ c et i lcl he ’ bet I e ’r e ’xp la ine ’d -

This p ercentage’  was thr e ’e ’ t ime ’s  as high at l” ort Ore l ( I  5, t ) vs . 5 . - I ) ,  where ’ c’ulc ’e  t apes are ’
used d u r in g  li i i ’  f i rs t  we ’c ’k e f  Group Typ ing I C ) present t h e  ins t  r io t ce re al i u i ; m t e ’ r i i m l .

It is evide ’nI l i n e n  ‘l ’ ;ih lc ’ 6 t h a t  many  sI t i ( l e ’ t ) t _s l’e ’ l t  t h a t  the’ c i ii; i ll t y c c l  the ’  Pls conIc)
he’ improved - I” re ’q i i e ’n t  lv n i e ’t i l i o i im ’d  su igg e ’s t tons  i u i c ’l t td e ’d : (a I s l t c e t ’ tm ’ii ‘ cr c ’ I i u t i i i i a t e  some’
P I s , (h )  make ’ P1 n ia te ’r i al  tno r e ’  reac hab le ’ ( provide ’ a glossary of t e ’i ’I ) l  - anti  i’e ’l e t r u ’,at th e ’
instructional ma t e ’r i a l ) ,  ( c l  t r y  t o  make  the’  tn at e ’r i a l  more ’ i n t e r e s t i n g .  m i tch  I d  I make ’ 11w
material m ore’ ,joh - re ’ le ’v atm I -

Many sle id e ’nls re’pc e r te ’d  t h a t  a l) e ’tt c ’r e ’xp l a e t a l t o t t  cou l d he ’ l e r e e v t e h e ’ d l  for the
P1 mate ’r ial .  In p ert ic - t i Le r , t i t e ’s’  t h o u g h t  (ha t  the  i e i s l r u i c ’ t ee t ’ s ’ ’ cu i ld  d e c  a h e ’ f t e ’ r  jo b  of

exp laining the ’  n t a te ’r ia l  te e slow le ’arn e ’r s , A nt imhe ’r  of st u i d e ’ i t t s  s i i g g e ’ r - i m ’cl t h a t  sc enic’  I l s  lie’

introdu ced and pe ’i’ha lcs hic igh t m i t t ir e ’lv by p la t f orm i n s t r u c t m m i i ) . ‘ Fec a e ’o n st d e ’r ahl e ’ m ’x h ’n I
these’ last p oints i i i ’  t h e ’ sante ’ as theist’ e ’xl)re ’sse ’el by tho se’  s t t i ele ’t t t s 5% ’h e) l i st e ’eI a
suggestion w h i c h  was assignm’eI to the ’ ‘‘More In d iv idua l  .- \t  t e ’ i i t t c i n  to St t i c l c ’ i t t s ’’ e’a te ’gor
(see Table ’ 6) .

To e - one ’lu id e ’ t h i s  sm ’ e ’ I i o t t  , a l’e’w summary c ’omnt c ’uts se ’e ’nt in orde ’r. I t  w eni le l  appear
that both I 4AA ( ’ c o ur se ’ st t i c l e ’ i i l s  and in s t r u i e - t o r s  are’ favora b ly  (hiS l ie)Se ’( l toward the ’
course , As w c t i i l c l  he’ (‘\ (ee ’e ’t e’ ei , i t c s t r ue ’t c rs had more ’ k ind  t h i n g s  t o  s l y  t han  s t e ic le ’u t s .
Both ‘1  t ie l e ’u tts a i tc t  in~~t i ’ i i e t  dl r s we ’re ’  must n e ’ g a t i c - e ’ whe ’ri  re ’ l ) e ) r t  in g  d in the ’  int -e ’ tt t mc c ’s used
wit -h the ’ rcd i mrse ’ . N e ’ i l h c ’ r  group felt (ha l  the ir c’ e n i i ’ sc ’ i e ’ l : c t e ’c h  e ’ t t e r t s we ’re ’ a~)pr e e _

pria tely re ’e’og ieií . e ’eI  -
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There were few differences between the way men and wome’n respondents answered
the student questionnaire, In general women students were somewhat more favorabl y
disposed toward the course . This is understandable since , at entry , women students art’ —

more apt than men to possess some typing skills. In fact , student attitudes toward the
BAAC course seem most directl y related to their course entry typing ability, If they can
type at course entry they are quite apt to get through the course without trauma , and
therefore are apt to report that they like the course,

A course can be anal yzed in term s of cost-effectiveness facto rs and/or in term s of• humanistic considerations (whether or not students and instructors are satisfied with the
course and their role with respect to it) , This latte r type of analysis is similar to what is - 

-termed “ job satisfaction ” research . Man y in vest igators believe that jo b satisfaction and
cost-effectiveness are highly interrelated , They feel that when analyzing and restructuring a
job posi tion , bo th sets of factors need to be considered , Similarly, they would claim that ,
when anal yzing and modif ying a trainin g program , both cost-effective and humanist ic
factors should be considered, The problem is that there is little evidence to show that
having “happy ” students and/ or instructors results in a more productive ( cost-effective?) r

training program. Assuming that the volunteer army is here to stay, it probably will
become more important to study what can be done to keep students and instructors
satisfied with their lot , and what , if any, relationship this has to the success of a
training program,
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IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL COURSE
GRADUATES AND DROPOUTS

This section of the re’port wil l  concentrate on the problem of how to identi f y those’
stude ’nts who probably wi l l  or probably will not successfully comp lete the 71 B It )  course’ ,
The discussion begins wi th  a descri ption of how student op inions about the course’ might
be used to distinguish he’tween potential course graduates and course dropouts , and
between fast and slow le’arne’rs. The discussion then turn s to a description of the relation
between entry-level acadeniic potential  and typ ing spee’d , and cu d-of-course pe ’rformance ,
Finally there’ is a discussion of an equation that has been de’veloped to predict course’
com pletion time fd) r those ’ stude ’nt s who eventuall y do gr aduate  from the course ’ .

D I F F E R E NCES IN OPINIONS ABOUT THE COURSE

The’ proc edure ’s for el e ’ve ’lopi ng a ‘‘discrimination se ’or e’ ’’ are de ’se’r ihe ’(l in de ’t ail in th e
‘l’e’e ’hni cal Note ’ attached t c c  \ppi ’n d ix A - ‘l’he purpose of (hi ts  score’ was to  prc wtde ’ a
une ’ans for ide ’n ( i fv in g  st u el e ’nt op in ions  and cha ,ract e ’ristic ’s t h a t  t i t igh t t i c ’ ti sc ’eI to dis t in-
guish be’twe’eti c o u r s e ’  grad re a l  c ’s and dropouts , and he’twe’eii fast and slow le’arne’rs - For
each question reported in . \pp endix .-\ , the ’ disc ’r in i i t ta t  ion score’ provide’ s an tnde ’x of the S

de’gree to which various groups of respondents gave’ s igni f i c a n t l y di f fe ’rent  rm’sponst ’s to ‘

the ’ question . F’or a par t i cc i la r  Tra in ing  C(’n ts’r th e ’ maxi  mu in c l 6s’ritn i t i a t  ion sc ore’ for a
()ue ’sti on would he ’ 15. \ que ’s( ion t h a t  a t t a ined  a d iscr i mi i ia t i ’ eit i score’ of 1-I  or I S for
both Fort Orci and I” e c r t  ,lac ’kse)n da ta  would h igh l y  disc ’r ini i  tu i t e  ant ong (he ’ various F

re ’sl)onde ’nt groups of (his  stu ds’ ,
The reade’r e’at i sc an  the ’ r igh t -hand  column of :\ ppc ’rm d ix :~ acid iden t i f y the ’ que’s-

tions that  have ’ a high d i sc r imina t ion  score , :\S th is  is done ’ , it should be re’me ’nihe ’re’d t h a t
the ’ Stude’nt Quest ioni ia t re ’  was ad mi iti ste ’r e ’d some’ t h l’e’e’ -l ll  us we’c’ks in to the ’ 7 1 U 10’
course’ , By this t ime , n io st cd ’ the ’ slc sv Ie ’arne ’rs at id p o t e n t i a l  dropou (.s already had be’e’n
ide ’ntif ie ’d in fact , se)me ’ ~ e’rsot~~ had gradu~mte ’d and ot he ’rs had alre ’ady he ’e’n ci rci~ e~ ed
from the ’ course ’ -

The que ’stiot cna ire re ’spcnis c’s rc ’l ’t e ’ t ’t op inions and at -L it  tide’s tha t  dc ’ve ’Iope’d dur ing  (lie ’
earlier weeks of the ’ cou irsc ’ - ‘l ’h c ’sc’ responses have l i t t l e ’  pra e ’t t c ’aI pre’d t e l  we’ va lue  he ’c ’ause ’
(hey we ’re ’ obtained I oo la te ’  in ( l ie ’  course ’ - Fast acid slow learners and dropout s  b a ch
al re’ad y Iwe ’tt ide ’i i t  i t’ie ’ d b y o tb e’r nie ’ai is -

It appears that  ni us I of ( l ie ’  int ’  uirt ant  at ( i t  t ide ’s abet cit ( l ie ’ 7 1 U i t )  c c i i i  rsc’ l i e ’ fc rti ’m e ‘ci
d uring the firs t and sc ’c ’c~~~d wee k of th e ’  course ’ , The’s’ probab ly are fairl y we’ll eie’ve’lope ’ei
by the’ end of the’ fir st c ourse we’e’k - If  th i s  is so , i t  might l i e ’ i i s e ’ ( t i l I n  ehc ’ Sc ’l c i lc ,i
que ’stionnai re ’ cemtpose’el e e f  h igh eh i s e ’ r i i i i i u i : e t i o n  sc ’ ce l ’c ’ i t ems  at i ci  ae lmt n i st 4 ’r  t h u  d l i i e ’st ic in-
naire ’ at the ’ e’nd cd ’ the’ f i r st e ’cn ir sm ’ sc’ c ’e ’~~. This in f o r m a t i c in  sv en i l c l  I ce ’ t i i t t u ’lv , are) ci t ’

prac’t ie ’al value ’ te l  t h e ’  cle ’ c ’i s i c i i i  makers  who i t tu i s t  dec ide’ , e i t i n n g ( lie ’ sc ’ c c d u i i l  cr  t h i r d  we ’e’k
of the e ’ourse’ , who wil l  li e ’ dropped , ‘I’he’ quest ions list  e’d he ’le ew ss ut i le 1  Se ’e ’u)t I cc t)e ’ th e ’

one’s tha t  mig ht - he’ a t lmt i t i s tm ’re ’d tc i  st uden t s , or at least to I i o t e ’t l t i a l  ‘d cess  c ’ , m r u u e ’rs ari d c e r
dropouts , at (he c u d  of the f i rs t  wc’e ’k of the 71 U I  (1 , 2( 1 e ’c i l i rse ’ -

Those quest tins that d isc ’rini inate’d we’ll between the ’ re ’spen t i ch ’n t  gr e cu ps se ’e’tll to

,mehdre ’s ,s ar e ’~ms in whic h a poor s tudent  could  rat ional i i.e’ hi ts  e ’cc u r s m ’ ( i e ’r f d l r t t t a t i c ’ e liv
downra t in g  (lie ’ course ’ , ‘ftc’ re ’sponse’s ( c i these ’ quest ions h ireev rel m ’ gc i cc c l e ’v td e ’ i u c ’ c ’ i i i  st ip ~ieit ’ t
of the ’ phe ’nume’uion t ha l  pe ’rso iis report posi t ive ’ly ott t h e se’ st t eua l t c i i i s  w h i c h  sd ’e’ ct l  (0 lie’
associate ’d with t h e i r  ocs-it sue’c’e’ss, (‘ernve’rse’lv, th e ’re’ is a t e ’n e i e ’ i i c -v t’ce r l cm ’ r s c e n s  ( c i  m’ e ’I i e iu ’ t
ne ’gative ’I y zinel t o  w i thd raw from (hose ’ s i t  oat i c i t i s  asseie ’ia h’el w i t  It t l t e ’ir cccvii  f a i lure ’ , This
r a ise’s a k n o t t y  proble’nt fe)r de ’sigi ie ’rs of a t r a i t i i u t g  program: Should ( l i e ’  program t ie ’
de’signe ’d ( cc  i t i a x im i z e ’ s u i e ’ i ’e’ss itt the ’ ear 1~’ por t ions  of t h e ’ pi’~~zrain the ’re ’hv hc p i t t g l e t
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maintain the motivation of most students ? Or should the early portions of the prog ram
be designed to maximize failure , thereby hoping to identify and weed out those who
probably will not successfully complete the course?

DIFFERENCES IN COURSE ENTRY CHARACTERISTICS

Typing skill is not a prerequisite for assignment to the 71B10 course, However ,
students do have to possess a minimum academic potential as assessed by aptitude tests.
Table 7 shows some of the important pre-course and earl y-course characteristics for the
students who were the subjects for this study. Column 1 of Table 7 presents the average
characteristics for all course Graduates. Column 5 presents comparable characteristics for
course dropouts . The last characteristic shown in Table 7 relates to typing speed at course
entry . This characteristic is of special importance.

Table 7

Summary and Compariso n of Student Pre-Course and Early Course Performance
Characteristics for All Graduates , for Fast , Medium , and Slow Learners ,

and for Dropouts Fro m the MOS 71B10 Course

Signet icance of Difference It tes tl a
Course Graduates

A l i Fast Mid, Stow Flow Comparisons
Comparison Grads 3rd 3rd 3rd ( la - ib I  Des c .

Variable (1)  121 (3) (4) IS) Column Comparcsons 15a-5b1 Score

Educ, (ab b 12.5 13, 4 12.2 12.1 11 .9 1~5” ,2-4 ” ,2-5 ’’ 2.60” 11
Level (b) 12.2 13. 1 12.2 12.0 11,9 2-4 ” ,2-5 ” ‘- 5

CL (a) 113.5 120.8 113. 4 108,2 104.8 1-5 ” ,2.4 ” ,2-5 ” -. 11
Score (b) 113. 4 121,1 115, 4 110,9 110,4 2-4” ,2-5 ” -. 5

GT (a) 110.1 116.8 108.4 107 .3 100.9 1-5 ” ,2-4 ” ,2-5 ” -- 11
Score (b) 110.0 117 .8 110,5 107 .9 108.4 2~4” ,2-5” 2, 16” 4

AFOT (a) 53.7 66.5 51.3 48.1 48.7 1-5 ” ,2-4” ,2.5 -‘ 10
Score (b) 55.6 66,1 58.8 53.2 52, 1 2-4 ” .2.5 ” -- 5

Entry (a) 16.2 24 .2 15.7 8.4 5.1 1.5 ” ,2.4” ,2-5 ” -- 11
NWPMC (b) 15,8 26,6 15,8 5.6 1.2 1-5 ” ,2-5 ” ,2-4 ” ,4-5 2 .11 13

a.. s egnef ic an i ai the .01 leve l of confidence; = significant at the .05 ievel .
bRow ta ) contains Fort Ord data; row (b) contains Fort Jackson data ,
CEnt ry NWPM the entry ty peng test rate.

With reference to the Discrimination Scores (right-hand column of Table 7) ,  all four
academic potential characteristics—high school level , CL (Clerical Aptitudes ) scores , GT
(General Technical ,-~pt i tud e) scores, and AFQT (Armed Forces Qualification Test)
scores—discriminated fairl y well bet ,we the various groups of course students at Fort
Ord . H owever , these’ same’ characterist ie, discriminated very poorl y between the va rious
student groups at Fort Jackson. The Contra ctor is not - certain of the reason s for
this difference.

Of importance to this study is the finding that there is a high positive relationship
between en tr y typing  spe’e’d and successful comp le t ion  of the ’ 71 8 10  c ourse , There is an
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almost perfect relatior ~hip between typing speed and the student “learner ” category to
which a trainee eventually can be assigned—fas t , medium , or slow learner or course
dropout. This finding is supported by the data displayed in Table 4 which show that
most students are dropped from the 71B10 course because of an inability to show
suitable progress towards meeting the course typing requirement.

To identif y more lir e ’ci~c’I y the relationship between beginning typ i ng abi l i ty and
probabi l i ty of com pleting th e  course , the data in Table 8 were developed. These data
show the following:

( 1) For Fort Ord st t ident s : (a) 4 of 6 students who could type no more than
5 N WP\1  ( i i i  the ’ir t imed-writing check on the 5th da of the cour se were
eventuall y eh’oppe ’d from the course; (b )  4 of 27 (1 5i~ ) of the course’
dropout,’; c ould type  no more than 5 NWPN I on the ’ 5th dav of the course’:
(e ’) I-I  of 27 52’ ) of the course dropouts (‘on Id type’  no more’ than
10 N Wl’\1 Ott (he ’ 5th day of the course’; (d )  of the 21-1 s tudents  who had a
t yp ing  spee’d c i f i i  NWPM or greater . 201 (9 -V ~ ‘I coni p k’te’d the course.

(2)  F’or Fort ,l ac ’k seco s tudents:  (a)  10 o f  12 st e ide ’tit .c who c’ould type no more’
than 5 N ~\ ‘P\l on (-heir f i f t h  day we’re’ dropped from ( lie ’  course’: ( I ) )  1 0 of
33 ( ~0 c -  ‘I of the ’ c ourse’ dropouts could I ype no tiiore ’ t i t an  5 NWP M on the
f i f th  clay; ( e ’)  2~ of 33 (85’ ) of the ’ course ’ dropouts  could typ e  no more
than 10 NW I 5M ott their t imed-wr i t ing  check on the f i f th  day ; (d) of the
181 student .’, wh i t  had (vp i i ig  spe’e ’ds of 11 N WP M or gre ’ate ’r . 176 (97r;. )

e ’omp le ’te ’d t lie e ’c i ui r se ’ .
The re’su)t s shc)~% -t i i t s  l’als lc ’ ?-~ are’ ( ‘c)nt aminat s ’d to sonic ’ e ’xt ~’ttt by (lie ’ fact tha t  at

Fort Ord the stu de ’nt s iii ( ;r~~ p Typ ing e’ot ie ’e’ntr at ’;’ almost e ’x cIu si~’e ’l y on ( he’ acquisition
of typ ing skills . At F’or( .Jac ’k sein . st ude ’nts in Group Typin g alsci max’ st udv some of’ the
ear l y Pis in the ’ course ’ . ‘l It us . at Fort Ord (he ’r e is a chart cc ’ t h a t  those ’ dropping fro m the ’
course’ would have ’ i m lire ve’t I (he ’i r I vpin g skil ls  sonte ’wha t metre ’ lii ;ui (he dropou Is a(
Fort Jackson .

Tj t c le  8

Numbe r of Course Students , Graduates , and Dropouts Who Typed at
Various Rates in the Timed-Writing Check on the 5th Day of Course ”

I ceO ( , , ~ ‘ c i  . i . e , i , s c c , c
Terne’ei ”dV ,etec ,, i c t ’ - ,k  1— —- —— —  —i—— —- — —  — ——-— -

~
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05  2 4 12 2 10
6 10 .‘ t  1 1 10 16 18

11 15 .Rc 37 (3 18 17 1
1670 1_ c t ,  55 1 3t) 27 3
21 25 -1 . ’ .Ri 2 .~h 45 0
26 30 2-~ 2-1 0 30 30 0
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The student monitoring and counseling proced ures employed at Fort Ord are
designed to determine rapidly whether a student can meet the typing requirements of the
course. When possible , students are dropped from the course at the end of the first week
of training or early in the second week. At Fort Jackson , students seldom are dropped
before the beginning of the third week of the course. As an illustration , training records
were obtained for 27 dropouts from the BAAC course at Fort Ord . Of these students,
26% were’ dropped on or he’fore the 7th day of training; 59% had been dropped by the
end of the 12th day of training.  Training records were obtained for 33 dropouts from the
BAAC course at Fort Jackson. None had been dropped during the first two weeks of the
course. By the end of the ’ 12th course day , 27% had been dropped. Alth ough quite strict , 

- 

-

the practices followed at Fort Ord do seem to get a greater percentage of nontypists to a
point where they can meet the typing requirement of the course. Thus , the course at
Fort Ord is administrativel y more efficient in that it identifies early in the cours e (Often
at the end of the first course week) those students who should be dropped.

PRE DICTION OF STU DENT PE RF ORMANCE I N
THE 71B10 COURSE

Two type’s of performance data can be obtained and studied in a self-paced ,
variable-length course . One is the actual level of performance demonstrated by the
trainee. In the 71111() course , this is represented by the end-of-course typing rate score
and the number of EOC test parts passed on the student ’s initial attempt . Or , if certain
minimal objectives have ’ to be met (i.e., meeting a min imum acceptable typing rate and
passing all portions of an end-of-course test) then the time it takes the student to reach
this minimum level is evidence of student perform ance. Jt is this latter information that is
of particular importance to managers of variable-length training programs. It is important -~

for them to be able’ to predict course completion time so that duty assignments can he
made in a timely manner , and training facilities and resources can he efficiently man aged.

Tota l time to comp le’te a course is composed of academic and nonacademic t ime.
Academic time ’ is defined as the amount of time used for instructional  purposes (P 1 texts ,
typing practice , test .taking, rem edial training, etc.). Nonacademic t ime consists of time ’
away from the classroom because of other duties , leave , passes , appointments, or sickness .
Nonacademi c time for a given student is extremely dif f icul t  to predict. There ’fore , an
attempt was mad e to predict academic time since it is a more st-ab le measure of rate
of learning.

Collection of Performance Data
The end .of-course (EOC) typing rate , the number of EO(’ test parts passed on the

initial attempt , and the academic and total time spent by each student in the 71B10
course were obtained from the AlT trainee record s ntaintained at each ATC. The time
data obtained from the trainee ’ record s we’re recorded in hal t ’~hour u n i t s .  Thus , a ful l
week of academic training (32 1/2 hours of (‘lassroont time ’ ) would he’ considered 65
half-hour units long.

Analysis of Data
The first activil . in this anal ysis was the computat ion of correlation matrices . The

goal was to idi ’u( t f ~’ those’ factors that were likely to ts’ r elat e ’d to the ’ st ti de ’n t perform -
ance’ criteria . The potential predictor variables we’re grouped i n t o  t w c c  c’at c ’gor ie ’s . l’he first
category consiste’d of those’ predictors for whie’h score’s c ’~ uld be’ e i l t t , i t i t e ’d on the ’ first (lay
the student- was in th i ’ c c  cu rse ’  These’ variables cons i ste ’eI c i f (‘I, , ( I’ , anti .\ FQT sc -ores ,
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years of education , and entr y typing speed . The second category consisted of perform ’
ance scores obtained early in the course. These were the times spent in learning the first
Pis and taking the first criterion tests.’

The criterion variables consisted in EOC typing speed , number of EOC test parts
passed initially, a -ademic time , and total time in the course . Correlation matrices were ’
computed and analyzed separately for Fort Ord and Fort Jackson. The correlations of
the predictor variables with these’ criteri a are shown in Table 9.

Table 9

Corre lations of Predictor Variables With Student Performance Criteria
(Sample Sizes in Pdrentheses)a

Per f cc r mzecsce Crc t e rca

Fort Ord Fort Jacks on

Tcm e EO( Time EOC
EOC Test EOC T i-st

Aca- Typeng P,erts A ca- Typ ing Parts
Predictors der mi c Total Speed P a - - s - c l  iie mc c Tot ai Speed Passed

Category 1
CL -.515 .494 .283 .273 - .314 - .328 .194 .028

(176) (177 )  (174) (176) (147 ) (149) (153) (155 )

CT - .284 - .276 - .023 .314 - .212 — .228 .068 .107
(176) ( 1 7 7 )  (174) (176 ) (147)  (149) (153) (155 )

AFQT - .38 1 - .375 .089 .351 - .300 - .288 .124 .164
(167) (168) (165) (167) (144 ) (146 ) (150) (152 )

Education - .440 - . 452 .285 .258 - .374 - .388 . 199 . 184
(190) (1 91 )  (189) (190) (143) (145) (15 1) (151)

Entry Typ- -

m g  Speed 669 b18 . 706 .227 — .695 660 .777 .297
(210) (210) (207) (209) (208) (210) (214 ) (216)

Category 2
Pt 32 Time .426 .421 - .265 - .069 .572 .524 — .326 - .255

(146) (146 ) (143 ) (145) (11 6)  (116)  ( 121 )  (121 )

~. P 11 7  - .688 .682 - .269 - . 108 .430 .397 - . 199 - .200 - 
I

:.

CT 23 Time (195) (195) (192) (194) (192) (192) (197) (195)

5The data ba se upon which these cocc elat i ons are based did not tnc iude : (a ) th ose students who were dropped f r om -

the course; and (b) some students wh o qraduate d ver y earl y from the course .

‘ ‘Fhe’ recomm e’nde’el seq u e’t ic ’ t ’ ci f the ’ initial Pis and cTs was as fol lows: P1-32 . P1-17 , CT-i 7 , P1 -!; ,

~~I”6, P1.23, CT-23 This sequ ence of ins t r uc t ion was fo l lowed at Fort Ord . 1-Ioweve’r , t here w e ’ re t eot
enoug h training neateria ts available’ ai Fort ,Jackson for this seque’twe’ to be’ fcil lnw ed - Thus , t heir times
were not representative ut the . i ns tre ic tional time t hat would he’ t ak e ’ n in a t~’pically se’que’nced course’ .
For this reason , instead of evaluating each Pt and CT separately, e grouped lime’ scot ’e for P1-17 through
cl’ -23 was recorded . P1-32 was ce,nstd ered separat e ly , as only about half of the students i’ s -cr received
this Pt.
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These reaults show a h ighly significant relationship between entry typing speed and
end.of-course performance (for both EOC typing speed and training time). This is true at
both ATCs. However , early time in the course (P1.17 through CT-23 time) was also
highly related to academic and total time for Fort Ord , but to a lesser degree at Fort
Jackson. These findings may be due to differences in the sequential presentation of
instruction at each ATC .

The CL score was highly related to time.to-complete the course at Fort Ord , but not
as highly related at Fort Jackson. This result might have occurred because more early
graduates (42) at Fort Jackson were missing CL scores than at Fort Ord (15). To examine
this hypothesis, the 23 early graduates with CL scores (completing the course in ~ 10
days) were removed from the Fort Ord data . Correlations were then obtained on the
remaining data . The correlation between CL and academic time declined to - .454
from .515. This decline still left the correlation above that of Fort Jackson (- .314).
However , other correlations at Fort Ord did decline to the Fort Jackson levels. For - 

--

example , academic time with GT now correlated - .210 (N = 154) compared to - .212 at
Fort Jackson; academic time with AFQT now correlated - .294 (N = 147) compared to
- .300 at Fort Jackson. Thus , it may be infe rred that if we had the CL scores for the
early graduates at Fort Jackson , the CL/academic time correlation would have been
higher , but probably not as high as was obtained at Fort Ord. -

Correlation matrices were developed which show the intercorrelations of all the
predictors as well as the criteria. These matrices are presented in Tables 10, 11, and 12,
for Fort Ord , Fort Jackson , and both ATCs combined. In addition , the distribution of
CL scores at each ATC is presented in Table 13. Inspecting these tables, we find that the
number of dropouts at Fort Ord was related to their CL scores (16 of the 20 dropouts
had CL scores below 110), whereas at Fort Jackson the distribution of dropouts across r —

CL scores was fai r ly even. This coincides with the finding of the lower CL/academic time
correlation at Fort Jackson described previously. The entry typing speed/academic time
correlations were almost the same at both ATCs. In addition , they were the highest
correlations that were obtained . It follows then , that in this study the entry typing speed
is the “true ” source of variance for academic time. That the CL correlates more highly
with the entry typ ing speed at Fort Ord than at Fort Jackson can account for the
differences in predictability of CL at the two ATCs.

The validities of the ACB scores as predictors are underestimated in this study. The
correlations of CL , GT , AFQT , and education with the criterion variables in Table 9 are
lower than they would be in representative samples from the mobilization population.
The values are lower because the students were selected for these courses on the basis of
their CL scores , and the bottom half of the population was excluded because they could
not meet the aptitude area prerequisites. If the correlations were statistically corrected to -

represent the entire range of scores, the predictive value of CL and other variables related
to CL (i.e., GT , AFQT , education) would be increased.

The results, then , reflect the degree of relationship for the sample of students
actually attending the course , but underestimate the values that would be obtained for
full-range samples. In addi tion , the validities of the ACB scores were further under.
estimated by some preselection of the sample on the criterion variables. Dropouts were
deleted from the correlational analyses, as were early finishers of the course. There were
more such eliminations at Fort Jackson than at Fort Ord , thus accounting for the
di fferences between ATCs,

The next phase in the data analysis was the development of equations to predict
academic time in the 71B10 course. Stepwise multi ple linear regression anal yses were
performed on the data to derive the predictive equations. This te ’chnique selects variables
for a linear regression equation one at a time. It begins by en tering the predictor variable
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Table 10

CorreIat~on Matnx of Predictive and Criterion Variables: Fort Ord
(Sam ple Sizes in Parentheses)

Means and Sianda rd Dc ’viaii o ns

r St.iccdarii
Variabie ’ N~ . Meats Di’vi.iiioci N

1 CL 112.60 10.34 200
2 CT 109.17 14 .41 200
3 AFOT 53.55 20.20 178
4 Education (ye’,ers) 12.39 1 .29 224
5 Entry Typ inq Speed 14 .88 11 .02 238
6 P1-32 Time (half-hours,) 7.71 10.15 156
7 P1-i 7--CT-23 Time ((sa lt -ho urs) 55.31 22.49 200
8 Academic T i i tu e  188.84 64 .31 214
9 Total Time 208.00 72.67 215
10 EOC Test P,it is P,issi’d lt i i tm ,el ly 6.73 1 .79 214
1 1 EOC Typinq S(iee ’d 28.33 6.23 212

Variable 1 1 1
No . 1 1 -~ 5 J c J 7 8 9 10 i i

1 1.000
( 200)

2 0.616
( 200)

3 0.563 0.691
(178) (178)

4 0.203 0.119 o :~:i(180) (180) (1bIi ~

5 0.436 0.213 0.274 0.411
(193) (193) (1 7 1) (21-1 )

6 -0.243 --0.096 -0.101 --0130 -0.396
(126) (126) (118 ) (147) (153)

7 -0.382 -0.255 -0.252 -0 292 -0.284 0.219
(165 (165) (157) (178) (197)  (139)

8 -0.515 -0.284 -0.381 -0.440 -0.669 0.426 0.688
(1761 (176) ( 167) ( 190) (210 )  ( 146) ( 195 )

9 0.494 -0.276 - 0 3 / 5  -0452 -0 .618 0.421 0.682 0.957
(177) (177) (168) ( 191) (210) (146) (195) (214)

10 0.273 0.314 0.351 0.258 0.227 -0.069 -0.108 0.430 -0.448
(176) (176) (161) 190) (209) (145) I 194) (213) (214)

11 0,283 -0.023 0.089 0.285 0.706 -0.265 -0.269 -0.429 --0.394 0.059 1 .000
(174) (174) (165) ( 189) (207) (143) ( 192) ( 2 1 1 )  (212) ~21 1) (212)
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Table 11

Correlation Matrix of Predictive and Criterion Variables: Fort Jackso n
(Sample Sizes in Parentheses)

Means and Standard Deviations

Standard
Var iab ie No . Mean Deviation N

1 CL 112.96 9.72 186
2 GT 109.74 13.20 186
3 AFOT 55.10 17 .77 181
4 Education (years) 12.11 1 .11 181
5 Entry Typing Speed 13.02 12.75 244
6 P1-32 Time (half-hours) 6.22 4.39 149
7 PI-17—CT-23 Time (halt-hours) 44.26 17 .11 204
8 Academic Time 185.52 90.49 208
9 Total lime 207.12 100.85 210
10 EOC Test Parts Passed Initia l ly 6.54 1 ,76 216
11 E0C Typing Speed 27.35 9.46 214

Variab le
No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1,000
(186)

2 0.636
(186)

3 0,336 0.546
(181) ( 181)

4 0.269 0.203 0.136

~(165) (165) (160)

5 0.207 0.087 0,157 0.311
(178) (178) (173) (178)

6 -0,024 0.067 -0.086 -0,118 -0.528
(115) (115) (112) (114) (147)

7 — 0.105 —0.177 —0.227 —0.174 —0.171 0.236
(142) (142) (139) (141) (204) (120)

8 -0.314 —0.212 -0.300 -0.374 -0.695 0.572 0.430
(147) (147) (144) (143) (208) (116) (192)

9 -0.328 -0.228 -0.288 -0.388 --0.660 0.524 0.397 0.975
(149) (149) (146) (145) (210) (116) (192) ( 208)

10 0.028 0.107 0.164 0.184 0.297 -0.255 -0.199 -0.510 -0.514
(155) (155) (152) (1 51 ) (216) (121)  (197) (208) (210)

11 0. 194 0.068 0.124 0.199 0.777 -0.326 -0.200 -0.563 -0.540 0.346 1.000
(153) (153) (150) (151) (214) (121) (195) (206) (208) (213) (214)
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Table 12

Correlation Matrix of Predictive and Criterion Variables:
Fort Ord and Fort Jackso n Combined

(Sample Sizes in Parentheses)

Means and Standard Deviations

Standard
Variab le No . Mean Deviation N

1 CL 112.77 10,03 386
2 CT 109.45 13.82 386
3 AFOT 54,33 19,00 359
4 Education (years) 12.26 1 .22 411 . 

-

5 Entry Typin g Speed 13.94 11 .95 482
6 P1.32 Time (hall-hours) 6.98 7.90 305
7 Pl-17—CT -23 Time (hj lt hours) 49.73 20.68 404
8 Academ ic Time 187.20 78.24 422
9 Total Time 207.57 87.63 425
10 EOC Test Parts Passed Initially 6.63 1 .77 430
11 EOC Typing Speed 27.84 8.87 426

Variabie
No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 1.000
( 386)

2 0.625
( 386) -

3 0.457 0.626
( 359) ( 359)

4 0.231 0156 0. 176
( 345) ( 345) (318 )

5 0.318 0.146 0. 179 0.380
(371) (371) (344) (392)

6 -0.174 -0.047 -0.094 -0,112 -0.348
(241) (241) (230) (261) (300) . -

7 —0.267 —0.218 -0.245 -0.220 -0.199 0.243
( 307) (307) (296) (319) (401) (259)

8 — 0~400 -0.241 -0.324 --0.402 -0.681 0.418 0.523
(323) (323) (311) (333) (418) (262) (387)

9 -0.395 -0.244 -0.312 -0.414 -0.642 0.396 0.501 0.969
( 326) ( 326) (314 ) ( 336) (420 ) ( 262) (387 ) (422)

10 0.155 0.216 0.254 0,235 0.268 -0.118 -0.128 -0. 465 -0. 475
(331) (331 ) (319) (341 ) (425 ) ( 266) (391 ) (421 ) ( 424)

11 0.241 0.015 0.092 0.266 0.749 -0.255 -0 .211 -0.507 -0.480 0.212 1.000
(327) (327) (315) (340) (421) i 264) (387) ( 4 1 7 )  (420) (424) (426)

‘ l 
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Table 13

Distribution of CL Scores Among All Students ,
Graduates , and Dropouts a

CL Scores Au Stu dents Graduates Dro pouts

Les s than 100 (a) 2 1 1
Ib) 5 4 1

100-104 (a) 45 35 10
fb I 24 18 6

105- 109 (a) 45 40 5
1W 40 34 6

110-1 14 (a ( 36 34 2
(b ) 44 37 7

115-119 (a) 27 26 1 
- 

-

f b I 29 24 5

120-124 (a) 14 14 0
)b ) 24 21 3

125- 1 29 (a) 17 16 1
(b) 12 10 2

Over 130 (a)  14 14 0
(b) 8 8 0

TOTAL (a) 200 180 20
(b) 186 156 30

a
~~0~ (a ) Contains Fort Ord data; row (b) c ontains Fort Jackson data.

Ranqe - (a) 71-142 X (a) 112.6 SD (a) 10.3
- lb) 71- 148 fbI 11 3.0 Ib) 9.7

most highly correlated with the criterion. A simp le correlation coefficient  is then
calculated between this variable and the criterion . (With more than one predictor , a
multiple R is calculated.)

The regression analysis then selects that variable which , whe n combined with the
first , is most usefu l—that is , the one that adds the most to the multi p le correlation
coefficient and y ields the best two-predictor equation from among the possible equations
containing the first variable selected. The technique then selects the variable which , when
combined with the first two variables , produces the best thre e-predictor equation . Subse-
quent variables are selected in a similar manner , Variables cart also b(- removed if they are
found to be no longer useful. Any variable that provides a nonsignificant contribution is
removed f rom the equa tion .

This process is continued until no more variables will be admitted into the equation
and no more will be rejected . The process then terminates and presents the last “best ” - 

-

regression equation. According to the decision rules used with the analysis techni que , the
last variable added to the equation must produce a statisticall y significant inc rease in the
multi ple correlation according to a pre-selected confidence level .

Two problems were examined in this analysis. The first involved dete rmining how
accurately academic time to comp lete the 71B10 course could he predicted , give n the
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information available about each student on the first day of tr aining (Category 1predictor-variables) The second problem was to determine how well one could predicttime to complete the 71B 10 course after a sample of the individual’ s early courseperform ance and learning rate were obta ined (includes Category 2 v ariables).The “best” predictive equations of academic time at Fort Ord and Fort Jackson arepresented in Table 14. These results show that early course time (P1-17 through CT-23)

Table 14

“Best” Predicti ve Equation s Selected by Regres sion An alyses

Pred ictions To Be Made On First Day In Course
Equation

No. 1 Fort Ord

V = 3.2818A- 1 .84673 f 453.7163

Key. V — Acadi- inec Training Time Standard Error = 43 .5(h,ilf hours) (half hours)A - Entry Typi ng Speed (NWPM) 
MR — 72B - -  CL S~~i -  
— = .-___

No. 2 Fo rt Jackson
Y~~~~~4 .978 1A+260. 339 1

Key : Y - Acadi ’mic T rai n Ing Time Standard Error 65.2(half  hours) (h alf- hours)A - Entry Typing Speed (NWPM)
MR = . 70

N 208

Predi ctions To Be Made During Training

No. 3 For tO r d

V = -3.028 1A + 1 .6360C + 147.4510

Key V - Acadi -i n ic Trainin g Time Standard Err or 35 2
(h a lf  hours) 

(ha lf-h ours)A - Entry Typing Speed (NWPM)
C - P 1- l i  t hr oug h CT-23 Time MR = .83

(half houts( N = 192

No. 4 Fort Jackson

V = -4.6133A + 1 .8696C + 171.7124

Key: V - Acai-h’tnic Training Time Standard Error = 55.4
(halt hours) (half-hours)A - En t r y  Typ ing Speed (NWPM)

C - P1-17 through CT-23 Time - MR = 78
(half-hours) N 192

_  _  
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increased s i gn i fu - a n t l v  the ; ihu l u t ~’ to predict academic t ime in the course . The relationsh ip
was slightly high er at i- i r t  Ord , possibl y because the sequence of course p r u - s e n t a t  i i i  w a -
more stable th en than at F o r t  Jackson. The authors believe that  if the r ecommen de( 1
inst ructional - q u i - r o - s -  had been followed at Fort Jackson , the same degree of c c ) r r e i :u t ion
would have been found I t i - r i - .

It should hi ’ noted t h a t  Equation No . 2 contains onl y one predictor , E n t ry  T y p ing
Speed ETS~ . The m u l t  ( i i i -  r -tz r i -ss lon anal ysi s eonsI ~ t e n t i y produced combina t ions  of
predicto r variabl es which  did not  have as high a correlat ion v~ tb academic time as did
ETS alone. This r i ’sult i ’d from the sele -t iv e reduction of the  samp le size as other
predictors were added . As sta ted earlier , there were many f; ist learners ” at Fort Jacks on
for whom we did not have ACR or AFQT scores . As the ri Lr r r ...~lon ana ly s is  requires tha t
each person in the ~~irn pie have all of the predicto r scores usi -d in the equation c lerivati oii ,
these fast learners ~ i - r i -  left out.  Their delet ion contr ibut ed to the lowered mul t i p le
correlation coe f f i i :u i - it ~s obtained wi th  more than one predictor . Thus , the single pr edi ctor
equation was the  “ l i *~~t ’ s’~e were able to obtain from the Fort .Jack son data.

That en t r y  t y p i n g  ~) ii- i -ci  and time in the in i t i a l  s l i - t i o n s  of the ( -nONe together
provide a better pred ct on than either alone is not su rp r i s i n ~t . The 71 1310 course is
composed of tw o components—the acquisit ion or improvement  of a typ ing ski l l , and the
acquisition of fai -L~ h mean s of P 1 tex t s . The use of a relevant predictor for ea -h
comp onent  s~ ( iu ld account for more of the variance in the crit erion (academic t ime  t ( i
comp lete the course ) than either predictor alone. S t a t i s t n - a l l v , this  is exp lai n ed by a low
correlation h e t w * i - n  pred il to r  variables , and high correlations hi - t w i - i n each predictor and ; -

the criterion.
The ac(-ur a(-y of t h i - - - r-  equations was determined by app ly ing  them to the data from - 

-
~

whu’h they ts r-r i - i l  m i i i  The resulting Standard Error s ( S E )  are shown in Table 14 . A lso
each one i i )  the i 1 a . u t u i t n  was applie d to the data of the other  ATC to determine the
ger 1er-alI~ a h u i i t ’ . of t )  - ~: t t  i o ns  - The Standard Errors i ) bt ~~i I i n- d  in this “ i -ros s-validation ’’
analysis are l r t- ~~~~- - I i r - \ t  to the withi t - i-ATC SE, for comparison in Table 15 . In
addition . th i- i - ~ t o n . c - - i  r -  n i  th e equations) and actual t r a i n i n g  t i m e  data were converted
to ‘‘tra ining dav,~ I h -  r i -s u i t s  are shown in Table 15 . The ~~i- a ter  a i - ( - t i r ; i ( -y  of all the
eq uations up ;.n F irt Ord data is clearly seen in th is  t a b l e .  \V h i - r i -as  ;LS~ of the
estimated times s~. -r ~ w i t h i n  * 1 days of the actual t imes at Fort Ord for E quation No . 3,
79.1~% ‘.%i ’ri w i t h i n  the same t ime  f rame at x- ort Jackson - Simi lar l y ,  on ly  7 1~ of the
esti mates from E quation No. -1 were within -I days of the actual  t imes  at Fort .Jacksoi ’ .
but 87~ were wi th in  ‘ I days at Fort Orcl . The same r i - su i t .-- occurred for Equat ions  No.  1
and No . 2.

Thus , the Fort .Iai -lsson ec1uations predict the Fort Ord cr i te r ion  more accu ra t e ly
than they do th e Fort Ja -kson crit .erion variable (the v a i u r - .~ which w i- r i -  used to  derive
the equat ion ) -  On the other  hand , the For t Ord equat ions  are con sider ah l y mor e  :i i - carat i -
when app lied t i  i t s  own data than when app lied to Fort Jackson W u t , i  The only
exp lanation t h a t  ~ e can offe r for these findings is that the Fort .la i -k son c r i t e r ion  dat a
are more unstable , of higher variance , and thus more d i f f i c u l t  to pr edic t  us ing  any  l inear  1:
function , than the Fort Ord data . For th i s  reason , it appears advisable to  m a i n t a i n  th e
separateness of the AT( - data. The equat i on s  do not  ;lppr : I I  ~.t i - i w r a l i . ~abl i - :ui - r i i s s .\TCs .
This m he due to the considerable d i f fere n i -t-s in i - on r , r -  ai i i ;ini-a  on di-s i -r ihed - -
pre vt ( iu-  ,v . or d i f l -r - flCCS i i i  sampling vanat ions , or both -

In addition to develop ing the predictive equat i ons for academic (-onlp le t ion t l i i i . - 
-

several rt ’lat ion ship~ betw een individual charai - t i -r i st u - - and st1l ( l i n ) — i n - i - i - s s  wi - r i -  S t i i ( Iied
CL si on - . entry ) \ p in g  spei-d . and typ ing speed on the f i f t h  d ;iv  wi-ni- -~i - p ;ir;utei\
correlated with the  di chotomous performan ce variab le , graduat e . dr opi ‘ u t  using the hu ~ i - r u il

13 hat. - hi iurs = I tr -.irrr ing d iv
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technique. The results are shown in Table 16 for Fort Ord , Fort Jackson , and tb-
combined group. It is readily observed that the best relationships exist between typ ing
speed on the fifth day of the course and course success. Also , entry typing speed is
correlated fairly well with success. Notice , however , the different relationship between
Fort Ord and Fort Jackson on the CL score and success. This is probably due to the
instab ility of the CL relationshi p as discussed earlier in this report.

The typ ing t ra ining at Fort Jackson during the first week of the course serves a
useful function by p ermitt ing a better prediction by the fif th day of training of who will
graduate/drop from the course . This instruction at Fort Jackson seems to be more
effective than that at Fort Ord during the comparable period , at least for predicting
success in the training program .

Table 16

Biserial Correlation of Two Entry Variables and One Early
Cours e Variable With Graduates and Dropouts of the

MOS 71B10 Course

Value of
Biseria ) Coefficient

Variable N of Corre iate s (r b l

Clerical Score
Fort Ord 200 .43
Fort Jackson 186 . 17
Combined 

- 
386 .28

Recorded Entry Typing Speed
Fort Ord 238 .54 A

Fort Jackson 227 .62
Combined 465 .58

Typing Speed 5th Course Day
Fort Ord 238 .61
Fort Jackson 226 .85
Combined 464 ~75
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STUDENT BACKGROUND AND COURSE
PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS

This section contains brief discussions of some additional data comparisons made
during thi s study.

STUDENT BACKGROUND CHARACTE RISTICS

Table 17 contains a disp lay of the background information obtained for those
students who comp leted the Student Questionnaire. Points of interest with respect to the
data are as follows:

(1 )  The background characteristics for both Fort Ord and Fort Jackson stu-
dents were similar , the exception being that more of the Fort J ackson
students had some prior experience with self-paced , programmed text-
supported instruct ion.

(2)  A higher percentage of graduates than dropouts had pre-Arm y typ ing
experience -

(3)  Approximatel y 7i~ of the students at both ATCs had an enlist ed com-
mittm ent for the 71B 10/2 0 course .

STUDENT EOC TEST PERFORMANCE

As shown in Table 18 , many 71B10 students fail one or more of the eight EOC test
parts when they first take that t est .  As a result of these failure s , they are returned to the
classroom for remedial training on those Pis associated with the failed EOC test part.
Obviously, at the time of the in i t ia l  EOC test many students are not fully prepared for it.
On the other hand , the average male student does pass 6.6 of 8 EOC test parts during the
initial test session, This suggests that most students are fairl y well prepared for the
EOC test.

Each part of the EO(’ test is related to a specific programmed text studied during
the course (with the exception of P 1-32 , which is not covered in the SOC test) . Of those
EOC test, parts that were failed , the percen tage of failures for each part is shown in
Table 19. The failure rate is highest for P1- i l  (both ATCs combined). For some reason
the failure rat e for P 1-9 was high at Fort Jackson , but low at Fort Ord . Conversel y, the ’
failure rate for P1 -21 was high at Fort Or d , but low at Fort Jackson . This ty pe of
information should be cont inua l l y  collected at both ATC s so tha t :

( 1) The course proponen t , the Adjutant  General School , would know which
Pls were in most need of at ten t ion—in need of being rewri t ten .

(2)  Each ATC would know whic h Pis should receive special instructional
emp has is, i’ .

~~ - .  conduct a more in tens ive  review sessloll for those P ls before’
allowing student - s to take t-he SOC test .

COU RSE PE R FORM A NCE OF MEN AND WOMEN

Per eent agewise’ , onl y slightl y more women than men who star ted the 7! 1310 course
eventuall y graduated (see Table 17). Also , at eittrv into the ’ e’ourst’ more ’ women then 

- 
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Table 18

Percentage of Students Who Passed All Eight or Fewer Parts
of the End-of •Cour se (EOC) Test During Their Initial

Attempt to Pass That Test

Fort Jac kson Fort Ord Both ATCs
EOC Test Pa,t lN- 216) (N 214 l (N=430)

Percentage of Students Who
Passed:

All Eig ht 41.2 47.2 44.2
(N=89) (N=101) (N=190 )

7 out of 8 22.7 24.3 23.5
(N-49) (N~ 52) (N~ 101)

6 out of 8 12.5 11.2 11.9
(N~ 27) (N=24) (N=51)

5 out of 8 8.3 4.2 6.3
(N= 18) (N~ 9) (N=27)

4 out of 8 7.4 5.1 6.3
(N =16 ) (N~ 1 1 )  (N=27)

3 out of 8 4.2 3 .7 4.0
IN-9) (N=8) (N~ 17)

2 out of 8 2.3 2.3 2.3
(N~-5) (Nr-5) (N~ 10)

l out of 8 1. 4 0.5 0.9
(N- 3) ( N= 1)  (N=4 )

None 0.0 1 .4 0. 7
(N-~O) ( N— 3)  (N — 3)

Table 19

Failure Rate of Each EOC Test Part as a 
- 

I

Percentag e of All Test Parts Failed

EOC Tesi Part Fo r t  Ord Fort  J L,cks on

P1 - li 11.7  16.1

P1-6 5. 7 5.4

P1 23 14.2 10.1

P113 14.9 10.4

P 1 2 1  223  9.1

P I l l  18.4 18.3

Pt 4 5.3 4.4

Pt 9 7. 4 26.7
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men can type , and have had previous job-related typing experience. This seems to

account for most of the findings contained in Table 20. This table shows that:
(1) Women complete the course faster than men.
(2) At the time of course completion , the average woman can type fas ter th an

the average man .

Table 20

- 
Comparison of End-of-Course Performance and Course Completion Times for Men

and Women Graduates of the MOS 71B10 Course

For t Ord Fort Jackson

Per formance C test ( test
Measure Men Women ] Cornparisona Men Women Comparison 5,

Academic Time to 200.1 144 .0 7.60” 208.3 126.6 7 .74 ” ”

Comp lete Course b (N”' 171) (N=43) (N=150 ) (N=58)

Total Time to 218.3 166.8 5.40” 230.6 207.7 6.96”
Complete Course b (N”’ 172) (N”' 43) IN” lSl) t N~ 59)

EOC Typing Speed 27.1 33.1 3.72 ” 25.8 32.6 4.15 ”
(NWPM) (N=169) (N=43) (N=151) (N~” 58)

EOC Test Performance , 6.6 7.3 3.32” 6.5 7. 1 2.74 ”
1st Testing Session’~ (N—ill ) (N~43) (N 152) (N~ 59)

% of Class 74’08 97.2 100.0 92.1 93.0
Students Who Graduated (N”' 175) (N=27) (N=l51 ) (N=66)

a.. significant at the .01 level; = significant at the .05 level of confidence.
bCcyjrse completion times ore reported in half-hour un its.
CTOtOI numbe r of EOC test parts = eight. Number reported represents the average number of test parts passed

~j ring the student’s first IEOC test.

While preparing Table 20 , it was found that women , on their first attempt , passed
more parts of the EOC test than did men . Although statistically significan t , this differ-
ence does not seem to be of mu ch practical importance~ the average man does qui te  well
(passes 6.6 test parts) during hi~ first EOC testing session.
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BAAC COURSE PREREQUISITES

In concluding this report some comments should be made about the prerequisites of
the BAAC course . The findings of this study strongly imply that success in the BAAC
course depends on two different types of skills—cognitive skills and perceptual-motor
skills . Cognitive skills are related to the successful mastery of programmed instructional
material. Perceptual-motor skills are related to the mastery of typing skills. Cognitive
skills are assessed by the :\(‘13 and are reflected in CL and GT Aptitude Area scores. An
AFQT score provides another measure of cognitive skills. These and other cognitive skill
assessments are made prior to assignment to the BAAC course , and a CL score of 90
(recently lowered from 100 ) is a prerequisite of the course.

Perceptual-motor skills are not assessed prior to assignment to the BAAC course .
Rather , these skills are assessed by a typing test administered afte r the student has been
assigned to the BAAC course . - 

-

The study findings clearly showed that success in the BAAC course is related both
to cognitive and perceptual-motor skills.  H owever , the fi ndings showed also that success
in the BAAC course is most directl y rela ted to one ’s ability to learn how to type. Given
a minimum academic potent ia l  (as evidenced by a min imum CL score of 100 for the
students in this s tudy) a s tudent  succeeds or fails the BAA C course depending on his
ability to lear n how to typ e . Combining the results from both Forts Ord and Jackson ,
751:; of those students who could not type at a rate of more than 5 NWP M at the end of
the first week of the course eventually had to be dropped from the course (Table 8). In
ligh t of this ~fin ding it would appear that:

( 1) All students should be allowed to partici pa te in the fi rst week of Group
Typing of the 71B10/20 course even though some students may have no
typing skills at the time of entry into the course.

( 2) A student who cannot type at a rate higher than 5 NWPM by the end of
the fifth day of Group Typ ing should be dropped from the course .

(3) The correlation between typing speed at the end of the fif th course day
and whether or not a student was dropped from the course suggests that
the typing instruction procedure s at Fort Jackson are more effective th an
those employed at Fort Ord . This possibility merits further  investigation.
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Appendix A-

SUMMARY AND COMPARISON OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES
FROM I N S T R U C T O R S , STUDENTS , A N D  DROPOUTS OF

THE MOS 71B10/20 COURSE



-.-~~~~~~~~~— - - - - ~~ -~~~~~ -- - - - --~~ - -~~~~~~~ -— ---_________

Summary and Compariso n of Questionnaire Responses From
Instr uctors , Students , and Dropouts of the 71B10/20 Cour se

The Question

Section 6. Group Typing
1 a Do you think tha t the use of audio tap es is a good way to teach typing ?

2 a  Do you think that the group typing practice sessions are too long, too s hort , or about right
in length ?

3b How well do you think you were informed about correct typing procedures by your group
typing instructor(s) ?

4a .b How well do you think the audio t apes inform you about correct typing procedures? :
-

5a .b Were you able to easily understand the typing instructions presented to you by the
audio tapes?

6. Do you think that the group typing portion of t h is course was very dull and boring,
very interesting, or what?

l.~ Do you think that the amount of practice allowed during class hours for group typing is too
much, too little , or about right? -

8,C As you see it , w hat are some of the major problems with the current procedures for
conducting Group Typ ing ?

g c  Do you have any suggestions for how to improve Group Typing procedures?

Section C. Self- Paced Typing and Programmed Tests

1. Do you think that the typing practice sessions are too long, too short , or about r ig ht
in length? -

2. How well do you think you were informed about correct typi ng procedures by your
instructor(s ) ?

3. How do you feel about the typing instruction g iven in th is cou ise ’ Do you like it ,
dislike it , or what?

4. Have you been able to easi ly understand the instruction given you about how to
type correct ly?

(Continued)

-~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~ ~~~~~~- i_ - I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -



Courw Qr$dust.,l,b GreduetesC Significanc, of Diff.r.ncedl
(C-test)

Fast Mid Slow Drop- Imiruc-
All 3rd 3rd 3rd outs Men Women to rs Di*c ,
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) Columns Rows Scor,Ø

(a) 6.1 5.6 6.1 6.1 4.2 -- -- 6.3 4.~~ la-lb 4
(b) 5.2 5.0 6.3 5.7 5.9 -. -. 4.6 -- 5a-5b 0 

k 

-

(a) 4.3 4 .1 4.6 4.2 3.7 -. -- 4 .2 1-5 ~
- 4

(b) 4.2 1 .0 4.3 4.2 4.0 -- -- 4.3 -- -.

(a) 5.3 5.4 5.5 5.1 4.6 5.2 6-7 -- 6-7 la-lb 1
(b) 6.8 5.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 - - -. -- -- So-Sb 1

(a) 6.2 5.4 6.5 6.1 5.5 - - -. 5.8 1-5 -. 4
(b) 5.9 5.0 6.6 6.5 5.6 -- -- 5.0 -. -- 1

(a) 6.7 6.6 7.2 6.4 6.1 - - -- 6.7 -- la-lb 1
(b) 5.5 5.0 6.0 6.1 5.7 .- -- 5.2 .- -.

(a) 5.0 3.4 53 4 .9 4.4 -- -- 4.7 -- -. 1
(b) 5.7 1.0 5.3 6.1 5.2 -- -- 5.0 -- -- 1

(a) 4.3 4 .9 3.9 4.4 3.8 -- -- 3.8 24 ,2-5 ,4-5 -- 4
(b) 4.2 1.0 4.2 4.4 3.9 4 .1 - 4.8 4.0 6-7 -. 2

a)
b) Open-ended question

(a) .

(b) Open-ended question

(a) 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.4 3.7 4.4 4.7 - . 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 , -- 10
6-7 ,

(bI 4 .4 4.1 4.6 4.3 3.7 4 .4 -- -- 1-5 ,4-5 -- S

(a) 4 .8 4.2 4.8 5.4 4.5 -- -. .- 2-4 ,4-5 la-lb 4
(bI 5.7 4.4 5.5 6.0 6.5 -- --  -- 1-5 ,2-4 , 5a-Sb 8

2-5

(a) 5.2 4.8 5.4 5.1 4.6 -- -- -- --  -. 1
(b) 5.5 4.9 5.4 5.9 5.4 -. -. -- 2-4 -- 2

(a) 6.1 6.0 6.1 6.1 5.1 -. -- -. 1-5 ,4-5 - - 5
(b) 6.3 5.8 6.1 6.6 6.1 -. -- -. -- 5a-5b 1

(Con ti nued) 
________________________________________ 

-

aFor t Ord data are shown in line (a); Fort Jackson data are shown in line (b) .
bThe higher the value , the more favorable the response on a 9.po int rating scale.
CVal~~s not shown unless men-women difference was statistically significant .
dUnderlined comparisons were significant at she .Oi level; all others at the .05 level .
eDiscrim ination score is the degree to which question discriminates bet wee n subsets of respondents. For a description of

how discrimination scores were developed . see the Technical Note which follows this table .
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The Question

Section C. (Continued)

5. Do you think that the typing portion of this course was too easy, too diff icult , or about r ight?

6. Do you think that the typing porti on of this course is very dull and boring, very interesting, or w hat? -

7. Do you think that th e amount of pra ctice allowed during cla s s hours for typing is too much, too
l itt le , or about rig ht ?

8. Have you been able to easily undeistand the programmed instruction lessons used in this course?

9. How do you feel about the p iogrammed instr uction lessons? Do you l ike them , dislike them ,
or w hat?

10. Do you think that the programmed instruction lessons used with this course are very easy to learn ,
difficult to learn , or about riqht?

11. At the end of each piogramrii i~d instruction lesson there is a criterion test.  In your opinion are the test
items related to the i r - is t ruct innal mat erial , usual ly not related , or what?

12. In your opinion are the cr iterion test items too easy, too difficult , or about right?

13. When you fail t he Criterion tes t for a P1 do the in structors give you detailed information on why you
failed and what to study to pass the test?

14. Do you t hink that discover ing your strengths and weaknesses in this course by taking criterion tests is
a good way tc learn the course material and improve your performance?

15. In your opinion how do the insttuctors feel about using self-paced instruction? Do they seem to like
the idea of letting a student learn at his own rate?

16. lit your opinion have the insti uctors of this course been willing to help you ?

17 . During the practice typing sessions ri the classroom how closely do the instructors check the speed
and / or accuracy of your typing?

18. In your opinion were the instructors willing to tell you the objectives of the 71810 course? That is ,
were they willing to tell you just what you had to learn in order to gi aduate from the course ?

19. Did the instructors seem to hi - clearly willing to tell you what would happen to you if you did not
meet th e oblect ives of ihe 7 )  B 10 course ?

— (Continued)
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Course GrsdU.tesa,b Graduat ,s t
~ 

Significance of Differencedi
(C-t est )

Fast Mid Slow Drop- Instruc-
All 3rd 3rd 3rd outs Men Women tore Di~~. —

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) Columns Row’s Scores’

(a) 4.4 4.5 4 .5 4.3 3.7 - - -- 3.8 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 -. 11
(b) 45  4 .4 4.4 4,6 4.2 - - -- 4.7 -- -- 0
(a) 4.8 4.3 4.8 5.2 4.2 -- -- 4.3 4-5 ,2-4 l~~l~ 4
(b) 55  4.6 5.4 5.9 5.4 -- -. 4.1 2-4 5a-5b 2

(a) 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.4 3.6 -- -. 4,0 1-5 ,2-5 - - 4
(b) 4.1 3.8 4 .2 4.1 3.9 -- -- 4.5 -- - - 1

(a) 5.6 6.6 5.4 5.1 4 .5 -. -- 5.9 1-5 ,2-5 ,2-4 -. 11
(b) 5.6 5.8 5.6 5.5 4 .8 -- -- 6.1 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 - - 8
(a) 5.2 5.6 5.0 4 .9 4 .4 - -  - -  7.1 1-5 ,2-5 - - 7
(b) 5.5 5.5 5.3 5.5 4.4 -- -. 6.9 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 -- 11

(a) 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.1 3.7 -- -- 4.3 -- la-lb 1
(b) 4.4 4.3 4 .3 4 .4 3.8 -- -- 4.5 1-5 ,4-5 -. 10

(a) 7.4 8.0 7.4 7.1 5.1 -. -- 7.1 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 -- 15

(b) 7.1 7.9 7.5 6.9 6.0 -- -- 8.2 1-5 ,2-5,4-5 -- 12

2-4
1-~(a) 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.0 -. -- 4.0 -- --

(b) 4.3 4.5 4.2 4.5 3.9 -- -- 4.5 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 -- 8

(a) 7.1 7.4 7 . 7.0 7.0 4.3 -- -- -. ~2-5 ,4-5 la-lb 12
(b) 6.5 6.6 6.4 6.5 5.3 -- -- - - 4-5 -- 2

(a) 6.8 73  6.7 6.5 4.8 - - -- -. 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-S - - 14
2-4

(b) 7.1 7.6 6.8 7.1 5.9 - - -- - - 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 5a-5b 12

(a) 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.6 5.2 -. -- - - 1-5 .2-5 ,4-5 - - 13
(b) 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 5.5 -- -- - - 1-5 .2-5 ,4-5  -- 11

(a) 7 .1 7.6 7.0 6.8 5.2 7.0 7 .6 -- 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 - . 14
2-4 ,6-7

(b) 6.9 6.9 7.0 6.8 6.3 -- -- - - -- 5a-5b

(a) 5.9 6.0 5.5 6.3 6.3 -- -- 6.6 - - la-lb 0
(b) 7.2 7.0 7.0 7.5 6.7 -- - - 6.1 -- -- 0

(a) 6.6 6.7 6.6 6.3 5.5 6.4 7.3 ~
- 1-5 ,2-5 ,6-7 -- 9

(b) 6.7 6.5 6.3 6.9 6.1 -- -- - - -. --  0

(a) 6.9 6.9 7.3 6.6 6.5 6.8 7.6 6.0 6-7 ,1-8 la-lb 1
(b) 7.4 7.1 7.0 7.9 7.2 -- -- 6.5 2-4 ,1-8 -- 0

(Continued)
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The Question

Section C. (Continued)

20. Did the instructors or someone clearly tell you what would happen to you if you gra duated from the
71 BlO course ahead of schedule ?

21. Some people think that the 71B10/20 course is interesting. Other people think it is dull and boring .
What do you think?

22. When you finish the 71B10/20 course how much of the instruction do you think you will remember?

23. While taking this course how of ten  have you been assigned details such as Company CO which take you
away from your studies ?

24. How do you feel about getting detail assi gnments ~‘,hich take you away from your studies? Do you thi nk
they have a good or bad effect on your course performance , or doesn ’t it make much di f ference?

25. What do you think could be done to make the typing portion of this course more interesting? Please
list any suggestions you have.

26. What do you think could be done to make the programmed instruction ( P 1) portion of this course
more interesting ? Please list any suggestions you have.

Section 0. Incentives and Counter-Incentives

1. What , if any, types of rewards are g iven in this co urse for good performance ? Please list them.

2. What types of rewards do you think could be or should be given to students for superior performance—
for completi ng their study ahead of schedule , or learning lesson material especially wel l ? Please list below
any suggestions you have.

3. Do you feel that you have been adequately rewarded for good performance in this course ?

4. How do the instructors of this course motivate you to do well in the course? Do they reward you for
good performance ? Punish or threaten you for poor performance? Use a mixture of rewards ,
punishments , and threats?

5. In your opinion do the instructors reward you fairl y?

6. In your opin ion  do the instructors use rewards consistently, or inconsistently, or w hat?

7. How do the instructo!s seem ~n feel about using rewar ds and promises to motivate you?

8. About how often do stud e nts get rewarded f o r fast or good performance in this course?

9. In your opinion were you c learly informed about the rewards you could receive for good performance
in this course ?

‘ (Continued)
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Courw Gr.du.teie~.b Graduatei~ 
Significance of Differ.nced

IC-t es t )

Fast Mid Slow Drop- Instru c-
All 3rd 3rd 3rd outs Men Women tori Di.c .
(1) (2) (3) (4 1 151 (6) (71 18) Columns Rows Scores’

(a) 5.9 5 7 6.4 5.7 5.6 5.7 7.3 - -  6-7 -- 1
(b) 57  5.7 5.5 6.0 6.5 -- -- - - -- --

(a) 5.0 5 1 4.8 5 .1 4 .0 -- -- -- -
~ la-lb 0

(b) 5 7  5.5 5.4 6.1 4.5 -- -- -- 1.5 ,4-5 -- 10

(a) 6.0 6.2 6. 1 59  3.7 --  ~
- --  1-52-5 .4-5 -. 14

(b) 6.2 6.0 6.0 6.5 5.0 -. -- -. 1-5 ,4.5 5a-5b 10

(a) 3.2 2.8 3 6  3.1 38 - -  - -  - -  -. la-lb 0
(b) 4 .9 4 .9 5 1 4 5 5 6 5.2 3.6 - 6-7 5a-5b 0

(a) 3.5 3.2 3_ s 3.7 3.7 -. -- -. -- la-lb 1
(b) 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.8 3.3 - -  -- -- -- - - 0

Open-ended question I
(a)
(b) Opeo ended question

(a) -

(b) Open-ended question - 
-

(a) -

(b ) 
Ope n-ended question

(a ) 4.4 4.1 4.7 4.1 3.5 -- - -  4 .9 1-5 -- 4
(b) 4 .5 3.8 4 .5 4 6 4 3 --  - -  4.7 2-4 --

(a) 5.3 5.5 5.1 5.2 4.8 --  - -  ‘ 6.1 1-8 ~
- 0

(b) 5. 1 4.8 5 1 5.2 4 1 - -  - -  5.5 1-5 ,4 5  -- 11

(a ) 5.6 5.8 5.7 5 4  4.7 .- --  -- 15 ,2-5 -- 6
(b) 5.4 4 .9 5.3 5.6 4 .9 -- -- -- -- -- 1

(a) 4.7 5.0 4.7 4.4 5.0 -- -. -- - - -- 1
(b) 4.4 3.3 4 .6 4.3 4 .7 -- -- -- 2-5 --

(a) 5.5 5.9 5.5 5.3 4.6 -- - - 6.2 1-5 ,2-5 ,1-8 -- 7
(b) 5.4 5.1 5.7 5.4 4.5 -- -. 6.8 1-5 ,4-5 ,1-8 -- 9

(a) 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.0 4.3 -. - - 4.6 -- la-lb 2
(b) 4.8 4.0 4.7 5.2 4.4 -- - - 4 .7 2-4 -. 1

(a) 6.2 5.9 6.4 6.1 4.5 - .  
. 

- - 6.6 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 la-lb 12
(b) 4 ., 3.4 4.3 4 .9 4.8 .. - . 5.7 2-4 ,2-5 --  3

(Continued)
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The Quest ion

Section D. (Continued)

10. What , if .irly, typi c of t ii -iis hini ’nts or threats of punishment are used irs thi s cow se ’ Pli ’ .tse list them

11 - lii your opinion we . t’ you clear ly informed about the negative iit i’nt ives or punis h rns - i r t s  which would
lii ’ q iven to , poor i- ou r  s i ’ per fo  i sta nce 

I

12. l)i ,’s it st ’ i’ rfl to you th a t  qi iod \ t u t len t s are penalized fo , f inishin g i’j i ly irs thi ’ 711110 70 i is i u i  ~ i ’ -
,

13 Houv do  11w iit ~ ii m u  i s i ’ i ’ i ss  to fer ’I about using punishments and/or thi t ’als to motivate you

14 In you’  opinion ilo (h , u i r s t r u e - t o r s  Inh rt is h you fair l y ?

15 In your i ’ i ’ i r s i o i l  do th e inst i iiu iuti s use punishm ents or threats consist r ’nlly , inconsistently, or what

Section E Study Habits and Preferences

1 Since you sta’ ted taking this i iuuirt i’ how many times have you bei’n to study hall to practice typing ?

2. Si ncr’ you St a. ted tak ii sq i lii ci iii, se how m,sny time s have you hi’ i’ ii to study h ,il I to st tidy the PIt ?

3. Ar e study hall $ aci lit es ,iva i IaN.’ to you if you want addi t in nal he) p o i wan t I n  practice typing af t o t
nor mal class hour s ?

4. How o ft  eu do you qi’ I It i’l p f r i  sin airy of the other students ?

5 How often do you ,rck for help from your Course insti ucto rs(s) ?

6. When you lear ii a nib l i t  how do you f eel about work m g  by you. self —

7. When you lear ii a sub~ecl how t in you $m ’ , ’ l ,ibout working in ,i group or

8. A f t  em you grad. 1,11 e from Iii is court.’ would you like to cont I rs ur ’ uci nq Pl c to develop ,iddi t onal ski ) I,.
on the jo b?

Section F. Interest in Clerica l Ditty Assi gnment s

1 Bs’for e you stat ted the / I [110 -70 cot., so how interested wi’r ,‘ yost in ,i ‘ ‘‘q dci ca l w o r k is lh,’ Ar my

2 Has t hi’ I ~k tog ~f (his Co i i i  si’ iii -, ,‘,t sm ’d or tlec r i’a sixi VOIJ I is (Cr ,‘s t in din rtq ~ lm’i i rn work in the Ar my

(Continued) -~~~~~~~
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Course Graduatesa,b Graduatesc Significance of Differe rice d
(C-test)

Fast Mid Slow Drop - lnstruc-
All 3rd 3rd 3rd outs Men Women tor-s Disc. -
(1) (2) (3) 14 1 (5) (6) (7) (8) Columns Rows Scores’

(a)
(6) Open-ended question

(a) 5.5 5.3 6.1 5,1 4 5  -- -- - - 1-5 -. 4
(b) 5.8 5.2 5.7 5.7 5.3 -- -. -- -- -- 0

(a) 4.6 5.0 4.8 4.2 5.0 4 8  3.6 4.9 6-7 -- 1
(b) 4.5 4.7 4. 2 5.0 49  4.8 2,7 6.3 6-7 ,1-8 -- 0

(a) 5.1 5.0 4.9 5.5 4.8 -- -. 3.6 1-8 -- 0
(b) 5,3 5.4 4 ,9 5 4  5,9 -. -- 43  -- 5a-5b

(a) 5.7 5.7 5.8 5 .6 5.0 -- -- -- -. - -

(b) 5.7 5.0 5.8 5 .9 8.1 .- -- -- 2-4 ,4-5 - - 3

(a) 4.7 4.7 4.7 4 .7 5,3 -- -- -- -. - - 0
(b) 4.5 4.3 4.7 4 .4 5.1 -- -- - - - - -- 0

(a) 2.4 1. 4 2.2 3.2 3.0 2.5 1. 2 -- 2-5 ,2-4 ,6-7 la-lb 4
(b) 1.6 1.5 1.3 18 2.9 -- -- -- 1-5 ,4-5 ,2-5 - - 11

(a) 2,5 2.4 2.4 2.7 2.0 2.7 1.3 -- 6-7 ta-lb 0
(b) 2.0 2.3 1.8 2.0 3.0 2.2 1.4 -- 1-5 ,4-5 ,6-7 - - 9

(a) 7,7 7.7 75 7 .7 6.2 7.6 8.3 -. 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5, la-lb 6
6-7

(b) 6.7 6.6 6.8 6.9 59 -- --  -. 4-5 -- 3

(a) 4.6 - 4.0 5.2 4.6 3.5 -- -- -- 1-5 ,4-5 la- lb 6
(b) 3.7 3.2 3.8 3.8 2.3 -. -- -- 1-5 ,4-5 5a-5b 10

(a) 5.2 5.1 5.4 5.3 4.7 -- - - -- - - - - 0
(b) 5.0 5.0 4 .8 5 .1 4.9 -- -- - - - .  - - 0

(a) 6.5 7.1 6.3 6.1 5.6 -- - . --  1-5 ,2-5 ,2-4 la-lb 8
(b) 6.9 6.9 6.6 7 .0 6.3 -- - - -. - -  - . 0

(a) 6.0 5.6 6.4 5.8 5.5 -- - -  -- -. 1
(b) 6.2 5.6 6.4 6.? 6.0 -. - -  -. -. --

(a) 5.0 5.8 5 .0 4.7 4.0 5.3 3.7 - -  2-5 ,2-4 ,6-7 -- 4
(b) 5.5 5.4 4,8 6.0 3.9 -- - . - .  1-5 .4-52-5 -~ 11

(a) 5.5 5.9 5.4 5.1 -- --  --  2-5 -- 2-5 -- 0
(b) 6.1 5.7 6,1 6.2 5.6 -- - . -- - -  - - 1

(a) 5.3 5.2 5.5 5.3 2.9 5.5 4.3 -- 1-5 ,2-5 ,4-5 la-lb 13

(b) 5.8 5.0 5.7 6.3 4.2 
(Con:inued) 
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The Question

Section F. (Continued)

3. Before you started the 71 B 10/20 course were you interested in becoming a skilled typi st?

4. Has the taking of thi s course increased or decreased your interest in becomin g a skilled typi st?

5. If you have your choice , what type of job would you like in the Army after completing this course?
Br ie f l y describe your first three choices.

6. How did you get assigned to t he 71B10/20 course? Did you ask for it? or wh at?

7. What do you think about the counselling sessions? Were they at all helpful to you?

8. To end this interview , what would you say are the main reasons fo r you attr iting from this course?
Could i t have been prevente d? What do you think could have been done to hel p you get thr ough
the course?
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Course GraduatesL b Graduate~ 
Significance of Differenced

Ct-test )
Fast Mid Slow Drop- In~truc-

All 3rd 3rd 3rd outs Men Women tors Disc.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) Columns Row, Scor,s’

(a) 5.0 52 4 6  5.2 4 .4 -- -- -. 
~- -- 0

(b) 5.3 5,0 5.0 5.4 5.5 -- -- -- - - --

• (a) 5.5 5,6 5.4 54 3.0 -- -- --

(b) 5.9 5.1 5.9 6.0 4 .5 -- -- --

Open-ended ques tion

Open-ended question

Open-ended question

Open-ended question

51

- - I .,~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~ --- -



- .  - - - 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -

TECHNICAL NOTE TO APPENDIX A

Discrimination Score. The da ta display in this appendix was created to provide a means for
ident if ying those attitude s and opini ons that might be used to distinguish between course graduates
and dropouts , and between fast and slow learners. To accomplish this , cert ain rules of logic were
developed and then converted into a set of steps for scoring the statistical findings and response trend
associated with each question .

Following the scoring procedures , a discrimination score was derived for each question . A
discrimination score is a derived score which reflects the degree to which the answers to any particular
Student Questionnaire question were different for the groups and subgroups of students examined during
the study. This score is displayed in the right-hand column of the table. The two groups examined in
this study were (a) cou,sc, gra ml u al e s and (b ) course dropouts. The fo l lowing three sub groups examined
were all part of the course graduate group:

( 1 )  “F ast 3rd ” —st udt ’ nts who completed the course before two-thirds of their classmates.
(2) “ Slow 3rd” - sludents who completed the course after two-thirds of their classmates.
(3) “Mid 3rd” —st ut ler it s who comp leted the course in the middle third of the course

co mpletion I lium

The steps for developing th~’ d isc rimination score for each question were as fol lows:
(1) Is there a stati sl ically significant difference between responses from graduates and

dropouts? If “ no , ” assign a score of zero. If yes:
(a)  Assign a score ot 6 if significant at the .01 level .
lb) Assi gn a score of 3 if sign ificant at the .05 level.

(2) Is there a stat ist ical ly significant difference between “slow 3md” learners and dropouts?
If “ no , ” assign a scou’ of zero. If “yes ”:
(a) Assign a score of 4 if signif icant at the .01 level .
(h) Assi gn a si:or e of 2 i f  significant at the .05 leve l .

(3) Is there a sta t is t ica l ly  s ignif icant difference between responses from th e “fast 3rd ”
learners and dropou ts ’ $1 “no ,” assign a score of ,ero. It ‘‘ yes ” :
(a) Assign a ci us e  of 2 it significant at the .01 level -

(hi Assign ,u score cut I if significant at the .05 level .
(4) Is there a sta um ’ , t m ca l l y  signif icant d i f ference between respons es (mom “fast 3rd” and

- “slow 3rd” lej uii,~i~~ I f  “nn ” assign a score of zero. If ‘‘ yes ” :
(a) Assign ,m s - ore of 1 if significant at the .01 level -

(h i Assign a score of 0 if sigr s if ica nt at the .05 level.
(5) Response Trend Analysis. Do the responses for the “fast ,” “mid” and “slow ” learners

and for the dropouts f a l l  into a consistent upward or downward trend ?
(a) If all four val or ’s ascend or descend , assign a score of 2 .
(b) If three adjacent va lues ascend or descend , assi gn a score of 1.

(6) Develop a discrir - rnm nat mo n score for Fort Ord data. A maximum score of 15 is possible.
(7) Develop a discrimination score for Fort Jackson data. A maximum score of 15 is possible.

Each question having a high discrimination score was further examined to determine whether there
seemed to be a log ical reason for the pattern of responses to that question . This involved looking at the
interview comments , considering the impact of related course practices , and considering the part m cu l a i
question under examination to ju dge how fast , slow , and dropout students mig ht be expected to respond
to the question . By following this general algorithm , t he responses to most qu estions could be logically
accounted f or.

- - 
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Appendix B

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ’

IN THE SCHEDULED INTERVIEW W ITH
MOS 71B10/20 COURSE DROPOUTS

2

Section B: Group Typin g

B-3 The majority of students said that they were info rmed of correct typing
procedures entirely by way of video tapes. Only two of sixteen respondents reported any
explanation being given by their Instructor.

Most respondents said they had been reasonably well informed about the
correct typing procedures.

B-4 Practicall y all of the int erviewees agreed tha t the tape presentat ions were clear .
However , severa l stated that the tapes were too fast, That is , a new tape would begin
before they had a clear understandin g of the information on the tape just completed .

Tapes were not used at Fort Jackson.

8-5 Again , some students commen ted that they experienced difficulty because the
tapes were too fast—hard to keep up with . Most students said they could understand the
tapes. One person mentioned fault y operation of the TV set , but this did not interfere
with the sound.

Tapes were not used at Fort Jackson.

B-8 The major problem encountered by students in tape typ ing was that the tapes
went too fast , As a result the student doesn ’t have time to follow the instructions on the
tape . Additionally, some students complained of sun glare which mad e it very difficult
for them to see the TV screen.

The majority of respondents reported no major problem with Group Typing.
Two said they liked Group Typing, Some persons said they were not given enough time
to learn how to type . Some respondents said that there should be more Inst ructors in
Group Typ ing. One student said new typewriters were needed.

B-9 Most students gave suggest ions on how to improve Group Typ ing proced ures.
Consistent with previous responses , some said the tapes should be shown at a slower
pace. Others felt the instruction should be more individu alized , A small number expressed
the desire for a live Instructor. One individual wanted more time for practice (more than
a wee k). He was told by the recruiter that he had 7 weeks to meet the standards and felt
“ the Army cheate d me ” .

Eight respondents provided sugte stions. Two suggested lengthening the time
devoted to Group Typing; two others sugges ted having more break time ,

Section C: Self-Paced Typing and Programmed Texts

C-4 Six of sixteen students were dropped at the end of the first wee k because of
poor typ ing. Therefore , they had no self-paced instruction in typing. Several others
indicated the instruction was clear , w hile the remainder claimed they received no
instruction , on ly timed writings during the self-paced portion of ty (iing instruction.

Only two of eigh teen Dropouts complained about the typing instruction being
unclear ; four respondents said sometimes it was unclear .

‘ A list of the questions contained in the Sched uled Interview is shown in Appendix A.
2 For each question: (a) the first statement summariz es repli es from 16 dropouts from the course

at Fort Ord; (b) the second s t at em t ’ rst summarizes replies from 18 dropouts from the course at Fort
Jackson.
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C-S More than half of the Dropou ts interviewed said they never worked on
program med tex ts . There was very little consi stency among the responses of the other
respondents . In general , the opinion was that most PIs weren ’t too hard , but the studen ts
preferred not to work on them for one reason or another , e.g., “knew I was getting
a discharge”.

Four Dropouts said the PIs were too difficult; three said they were easy ; nine 4
said they were difficult sometimes. Students com plained about vocabulary in PIs—didn ’t
understand some words. A few respondents said the Instructors were not willing to
help them ,

C-13 Over three -quarters of the persons interviewed never took a criterion test , Two
others said they did not fail a criterion test. The other respondent stated that an Al told
him what he missed , recorded the score on a card , tore up the test paper and gave him a
new P1.

Sixty-one percent of the Dropouts reported that the Instructors informed them
of why they failed a cri te rion test no more than 50 percent of the time , Many
respondents said that som e’ Instructors were good at giving back information , while other
Is gave back little or no information.

C-iS An overwhelming majority of the Dropouts interviewed said that the Instruc-
tors were willing and actually did help them in the course, Onl y three interv iew ees
claimed that the Instructors did not or were not willing to help them.

Only two respondents said the Is were not willing to help the students.
Fifty-percent of the Dropouts said the Is were willing to help them about half the time;
seven respondents said the Is were willing most of the time.

C-17 Most respondents agreed that the instructors or AIs carefully checked timed
writings for speed and accuracy. However , three persons stated that students checked
their own papers . However , on ly one of the three indicated that the Instructors ,u ’t ’er
double checked the time writing scores.

Eleven of the eighteen respondents reported that the Is checked their typ ing
quite often. Apparently there wer e som e days when the checking was very cursory .

C-18 Fourteen of sixteen Dropouts said they were told about the course objectives,
Seven of. the fourteen mentioned only objective s regarding tape typing.

Only one respon dent said that the Is were unwilling to tell stud ents about the
objectives of the course. Most respondents said the Instructors were fairl y free w ith
information about the cours e .

C-19 About two-thirds of the respondents said they were told what would happen if
they did not meet the cours e objectives. Half of these stud ents believed they would he
dropped from the course; the others said they would be reassigned to another course ,
e.g., cook or infantry. One student expressed surpri se that he was dropped at the end of
one week in a supposedly self-paced course ,

All respondents said th ey were told what would happen to them if th ey didn ’t
meet the course objectives. Go before “drop ” board ; get extra details; go to the cook s
school , etc., were some o f the’ things they were told would happen to them .

C-24 Less than one-third of those inte rviewed missed c lasses because of duty
assignments, and , felt that this had a bad effect on their course performance . All the rest
either had no details that interfered with classes , or , felt that their detail assignments
were so limited as not to adversely effect their performance.

Those students who wer e given many details complained that they interfered
with their classroom ; half the respondents didn ’t believe details had much aff ect on their
course activities. A few said they had difficulty stayi ng awake after details ,
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C-25 More than two-thirds of the students offered one or more suggestions for how
to make the typing portion of the course more inte resting. One popular idea was to
provide a greater variety of interesting copy for students to type. Also, several students
complained that they needed more time.

The most frequent suggestion was to increase the number of instructors in the
classroom. Often this was combined with the suggestion that the Is should be better at
explaining the course material to the students. Four respondents thought the typing
portion of the course was all right as it is. A few Sr wan ted more time to type arid more
frequent breaks from typing.

C-26 Three-quarters of the respondents had never worked on a P1, and had no
suggestions for how to improve them. Two of the students said that they felt it would be
better if an Inst ructor taught the material or least gave an oral introduc tion to each P1.

The most frequent suggestion was to require Is to explain P1 material more
clearly, especiall y when Ss need help. Other suggestions were:

• need more Is and Als; develop some training aids.
• get rid of irrelevant material,
• get new PIs because pages are missing.
• give students more t ime to study Pls. (Apparently students sometimes are

told how much time they should spend studying particular PIs).
• update Pis : exp lain vocabulary.

Section D: Incentives and Counter-Incentives
D-i About seventy-five percent of the inte rviewees expressed knowledge of some

type of reward(s) given to students for good performance. These mostly included 3-day
passes and/or promotions for early graduates. There also was mention of choice assig n-
ments, such as becoming an A l or being assigned to a job in the Pentagon.

Most respondents said students are not reward ed for good perform ance in the
classroom. NOTE: each Instructor cadre has its own reward system . One cadre awards
3-day passes to students if they comp lete so many PIs within a particular period of time ,
This scheme apparently is working fairly well. (Students of that cad re did not complete
the questionnaire .)

D-2 Other than those listed in D-1 , there were only a couple of different sug-
gestions. These included awarding troph ies and certificates , as well as making early
assignments. Two of the students felt that no rewards should be given. One said
“(completing) the course is a reward”. The other said , “people wh o fail often try (as
hard ) as the people who pass”.

Promotions and 3-day passes were the most frequently mentioned rewards.
Recognition in some form (certificates , ribbons, letter of commendat ion) was mentioned
fairly often also .

D-4 About half of the interviewees said that Instructors emphasized threats to
motivate them, e.g., he dropped from course , he sent to cook or infantry school, Two
respondents stated that Instructors employed threats und ~ronhIs ’s ..\ fourth of the
respondents said the’ Instructors did nothing to motivate studeiits .

Most respondents reported that punishme’nt.s or threats we’ re ’ used to motivate
students—extra details if you don ’t do well; will go to cook’s ~e ’hool if you flunk out;
will get sent to see CO if ou don ’ t do bet te r Six pe’r.~ ens re ’p(er14’d that a m ix ture of
rewards and threats w e ’ re used .
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D-7 The majority of respondents reported that they did not know how the
Instructors felt about using rewards and promises to motivate them. Two interviewees
said the Instructors did not use rew ards and promises at all. Only one person said the
Instructors even mentioned promotion possibilities.

Most respondents reported that the Instructors didn’t seem to care one way or
the other about using rewards as motivators. Six thought that the Instructors were against
the use of rewards.

D-iO In listing the types of punishment or threats of punishment used in the
course, students mentioned being sent to cook or infantry school most frequently. A
little less than fifty percent of those interviewed did not list anything or
answered “none ”

Standard practice is to threaten to drop slow learners from the course; they are
told they will be sent to cook ’s school or to the infantry. Also, they are threatened with
extra details. On occasion , students are told that they can get an Article 15, or even be
discharged from the Army, if they do not shape up.

D-13 One third of the students did not know how the Instructors felt about using
punishments and/or threats to motivate them. About one quarter said the Instructors
emphasized the use of threats, The remainder indicated that Instructors did not use or
seldom used threats or punishments in the course.

Most respondents reported that the Instructors did not seem to care one way
or the other about using punishments and threats. A few reported that the Instructors
seemed to be in favor of using punishments and threats. A few said that the Instructors
did not seem to care what happened to the students.

Section E: Study Habits and Preferences —

E-3 All but one of the Dropouts interviewed knew of the availability of study
halls. Fifty percent of them said they attended study hail voluntarily during the course.
Only two stated they were ever requested to attend. One student did not know if study
hall was available after the first week qf training.

Study hall is available two nights per week , One room is used for both the
practice of typing and the study of P1’s. This bothered some of the students. A few
reported that they could not go to study hall because they were on details. Many
students said they had voluntarily gone to study hail, found it too noisy and smoky and
had not gone back.

E-5 Slightly more than half of the interviewees said they asked for Instructo r ’s
help more than once during the course. The remaining students never asked for help.
Various reasons were given for not seeking help, such as “1 didn’t think he would help
me,” or, “I thought I knew the material.”

Eight respondents reported that they often sought help while five reported that
they seldom or never asked Instructors for assistance. Five persons reported that the
Instructors were not hel pful—would not explain the P1’s to them.

E-6 About one third of the Dropouts indicated a preference for learning a subject
by themselves . Most students saia .iiey would rather work with a group or in a class .
Three people stated they sometimes preferred working alone , at other times in a group,
depending on the subject.

Sixteen of eighteen respondents said they liked working on their own. How-
ever , many qualified this by saying that they liked to work on their own when they
understood the instructional material. When the material was difficult , they preferred
group instruction . Many students reported that the Instructors could have been
more helpful.
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Section F: Interest in Clerical Duty Assi gnments

F-2 Less than half of the respondents said they were interested in becoming skilled
typists before the course began. The majority reported no interest or desire to learn how
to type. One person was alread y a ski lled typist (high school training) before entering
the course.

Seventeen of eighteen Dropouts reported that the course had decreased their
interest in doing clerical work in the Army. A few said they had never been very
interested in clerical work , and in fact, had wanted to take another course but has been -

assigned to the 71B10/20 course.
F.4 Three of the interviewees indicated an increased interest in becoming a skilled 

-

typist as a result of taking the course . On the other hand, over half said their interest had
decreased. Two people indicated no change of interest.

Seventeen of eighteen respondents said that taking the course had decreased
their interest in typing. Most reported that they did not like typ ing, that they could not -
learn to type. Some reported that they had not realized when they signed up for the
course that they would have to learn how to type. These persons made a distinction
between clerical work and typing, which they considered secretarial work.

F-6 Among the variety of reasons given for assignment to the course, the majority
said that the recruiter was directly or indirectly involved. Sometimes the recruiter would
suggest the BAAC Course because of a high CL test score . Three individuals asked for the
course ; three ot hers did not know why they were assigned .

Out of eighteen respondents , eight had originally requested assignment to
another MOS but had been assig ned to the 71B10/20 MOS because of lack of openings ;
four respondents had wanted to work in the administrative field but did not know that F.

:

they would have to learn to type; four persons scored high on administrati ve tests so
they were assigned to the course . For all respondents , it would be reasonable to conclude
that they had either been mis-assig ned (given the BAAC course when they had wanted
another ) or had found out early in the course that they didn ’t like typ ing or could n’t
learn the P1 material.

F-7 About half of the Dropouts interviewed received some type of cou ’ese ling
before being dropped. Only one person said that counseling was hel pful. Almost half of
the respondents said they received no counseling at all.

Seven respondents reported that the counseling sessions were helpful , particu-
larly the first one or two sessions. Also, they said that the sessions were helpful in
informing them what would happen if they were dropp ed from the course. Apparently,
however , the sessions were not especially helpful in helping them solve their academic
problems. Eight persons said that the counseling sessions were of little or no help, usually
reporting U: t at their first session they were merely informed that they were about to be
dropped from the course .

F-8 Ten of sixteen interviewee s said they were dropped from the course because of
poor typ ing. Four of the remaining six students preferred outside work. One said he worked
too fas - and the other missed class too often because of doctor and counselin g appoint-
ments. Half of the students said more time for study and/or typing would have helped get
them through the course . A little less than half of those interviewed felt nothing could have
been done. They just didn’t like the course and wanted to get out of it.

The comments of most respondents suggested that there wasn ’t much that could
have been done to prevent them from becoming dropouts. Six persons said they could not
learn to type~ five said they could not learn the P1 material. Most respondents thought they
might have gotten through the course if given more time. A few complained that the
Inst ructors could have been mor e helpful , especially in providing clear and careful exp lana-
tions of the Pt material . Two respo ndents reported that slow learners are harrassed by
the instructors.
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